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Current Topics. 


The Retirement of Lord Dunboyne. 

THE RETIREMENT of Lord Dunsoyne from the position of Senior 
Master of the Supreme Court and King’s Remembrancer 
removes the last of the masters formerly attached to one or 
other of the several divisions of the High Court who were 
transferred to the Central Office on its formation in 1880. He 
was appointed a Master of the Court of Exchequer on the 26th 
of November, 1874, and has, therefore, completed thirty-one 
oa x in the public service. His retirement will be keenly felt 

y both branches of the profession. He was one of the most 
popular of the masters sitting in chambers, where his patience in 
istening to arguments directed to the real issue, combined with 
his impatience of mere technical objections and obstructive 
tactics, has long commanded, as it always does, the respect of 
the profession. His decisions, too, were widely relied upon, 
and consequently his chamber list was generally a heavy one. 
That he had onlatal himself to those with whom he worked 
and to those who worked under him is proved by the presence 
of his brother masters at the presentation to him from the large 
body of clerks in the Central Office, an account of which will be 
found elsewhere. 


Mr. Cohen, K.C., and the Privy Council. 

Tue arpornrmenr of Mr. A. Couen, K.C., as a member of the 
Privy Council, on which we commented last week, raises the 
question whether he will continue to practise before the Judicial 
Committee. He has for many years had a good practice before 
that tribunal, and we have not heard that he has any wish to 
retire from practice. In these circumstances we may properly 
consider the observations of the Lord Chancellor in the recent 
case of Re Kinross (1905, A. C. 468). Lord Hatspury says: 
“We have a distinguished member of the House of Commons 
and of the bar—Mr. Asqurra—who is also a member of the 
Privy Council, practising before the Privy Council. It may be 
said that he is not a member of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council. That is true; but it would be strange if that 
circumstance were to affect the question whether or not he ought 
to be heard as an advocate before that tribunal.” Mr. Conzn 
may, therefore, continue to practise as a barrister before the 
Privy Council ; though we should have much preferred that, like 
Lord Kiyespown, he had become a member of the Judicial 
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Lord Alverstone on the Criminal Evidence Act, 

Ir 1s interesting to find the Lord Chief Justice giving so un- 
qualified an approval to the working of the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, as was contained in his remarks in Gray’s- inn Hall 
on Tuesday night. The object of all evidence is to arrive at 
the truth, and we have no doubt that hereafter it will seem as 
absurd to exclude the evidence of the accused party on a 
criminal trial as it seems absurd now to have excluded 
the evidence of the parties to a civil cause. The chief 
object of the Act, no doubt, was to secure that innocent 
persons should not be debarred from offering evidence 
which would prove their innocence; on the other hand, it 
naturally has an effect in insuring the conviction of the guilty. 
We are not surprised that Lord Atverstonz saw no harm in 
this. While, he is reported to have said, the main operation of 
the Act had been to enable, or help to enable, innocent people to 
get off, he did not think it was going against the Act that it had 
also operated to convict those who were guilty. And he added 
that the experience of those who had tried cases under this law 
and under the old law was overwhelmingly in favour of the Act. 
It is for the presiding judge to see that this procedure, like all 
other procedure, is used fairly towards the prisoner, and it is 
still the duty of the rT to prove their case, whether 
the prisoner gives evidence or no. But we are not likely to go 
back to the state of things when the evidence of the person whe 
knew most about the matter, and could best explain any 
incriminating circumstances, was excluded. 


How Far an English Marriage is Affected by a 
Foreign Divorce. 

In THE case of In the Estate of Isabella Wallas, Mr. Justice 
Banrerave Drang, on a motion for administration under section 
73 of the Probate Act, 1857, granted, on the 30th of October, 
administration without citing the husband of the intestate. So 
far as we can gather from a rather scanty statement of the facts, 
the husband and wife, at the time of the marriage, were 
domiciled in England, but he left her in 1885, and after 
visiting various countries and returning to England, went to 
America, and in 1891 obtained a divorce in the State of Ohio 
on the ground of her alleged wilful absence. The ground of 
the application for administration without citing the husband 
was that there had been a dissolution of the marriage, and he 
had, therefore, ceased to be interested in the estate of the wife, 
and, alternatively, that by obtaining the decree he had elected 
to forfeit his interest in her estate. The learned judge appears 
to have accepted this argument, for he made an order in the 
terms of the application. We have, however, great difficulty in 
seeing how the English marriage could be considered to have 
been dissolved by the proceedings in Ohio, of which, so far as 
appears, the wife had no notice. The husband—to adopt the 
words of Lord Sztporne in Harvey v. Farnie (8 App. Cas. 43) 
—sppears to have had recourse to Ohio for the purpose of con- 
stituting a merely forensic domicil, and there was a total absence 
of matrimonial domicil. In these circumstances the English 
law would consider that the Court of Ohio had no proper 
jurisdiction, or, at all events, not such a jurisdiction as would be 


ized for the purpose of giving effect to its sentence in 
England, 


Stamping Agreements After Execution, 


WE svGGEsTED some reasons last week for the commonly 
received view that an adhesive stamp can only be affixed to an 
agreement under hand at the time of execution, A correspon- 
dent, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises the point that, by 
virtue of section 8 of the Stamp Act, 1891, the person who first 
executes the agreement can affix and cancel the stamp at any 
time after execution. This goes further than the contention of 
our former correspondent, who only claimed that the instrument 
might be semmel wide seven days after execution. But it 
seems to us that each of the three alternatives mentioned in section 
8 requires that the stamp shall have been affixed “ at the proper 
time.” This phrase, in is only used in the third alternative 
—namely, “ unless it is otherwise proved that the stamp appear- 
ing on the instrument was affixed at the proper time.” But the 
use of the word “otherwise” shews that each of the former 
two alternatives assumes that the stamp has been cancelled at 


party who executes the instrument writing his name across it of 
in any other way, the stamping is only effective if this is dong 
at the proper time. But it is apparent from section 15 (1) that 
the proper time for stamping all instruments is before or upon 
execution “save where other express provision is in this Ae 
made.” Such provision is made in the same section for certain 
instruments chargeable with ad valorem duty. It is made with 


to bills of exchange payable on demand by section 38 (2); but 
there is no such provision for agreements under hand, and con- 
sequently an adhesive stamp can only be used at the time of 
first execution. We were not aware till the present correspon- 
dence that. this was doubted. The allowance by the Toland 
Revenue Commissioners of fourteen days for stamping agree 
ments without a penalty is of course based upon the principle 
that in strictness they should be stamped before or on execution, 


The Lord Mayor’s Jurisdiction in the Temple. 


Normine 1s so well established as the right of the Lord 
Mayor in November of each year to enter the Law Courts and 
interrupt the proceedings in order that he may be presented to 
the judges and invite them to dinner. But it is not so well 
known that his lordship has laid claim to a more extensive 
privilege—the right to carry his sword erect within the 
boundaries of the Temple as a symbol of his authority. In 
March, 1669, the Lord Mayor having been invited to dine with 
the Reader of the Inner Temple, it became known that he 
intended to assert this privilege, and the society thereupon 
decided that two barristers, members of the inn, should be sent 
to ‘‘ advertise’ his lordship that the society was privileged and 
beyond the jurisdiction of the city. The gentlemen selected 
were Mr. Wrorn, of whom we have little knowledge, and 
Mr. Georce Jzrrreys, a young man of twenty, just called 
to the bar. The career of Mr. Gzorcz Jzrrreys, afterwards 
Lord Jzrrreys, is surely the most remarkable example of 
precocity at the English bar. Dying at the age of forty im 
1689, he had for some years held the office of Lord Chancellor, 
having previously held the offices of Recorder of the City of 
London and Lord Chief Justice of England. It has often been 
stated that he owed his advancement to the fact that he was the 
ready tool of Cuartes II. and his successor James II. But it 
does not appear that Jerrrzys, the son of a Welsh squire, had 
any particular professional influence, and it is certainly remark- 
able that the society should have selected him at his early 
age to represent them upon so important an occasion. When 
the two barristers appeared before the Lord Mayor and 
aldermen at the Guildhall, Jzerrreys seems at once to 
have taken the matter into his own hands. He addressed 
the civic tribunal in a speech which, so far as it 
reported, is moderate enough, but it was not very graciously 
received by the Lord Mayor, who took it as a high affront that 


not compound with hot-headed young men. But afterwards, 
when the Lord Mayor, on his way to dine with the Reader, 
ordered his sword to be carried erect within the Temple there 
was a riot, and the students pulled the sword down. Upon the 
complaint of the Lord Mayor, the case was heard before the 
Privy Council, when the question was left to be decided by due 
course of law. No further action was taken by the city, and 
the question remains unsettled to this day. 


Divisional Courts and Hearings Before a Single 
Judge. 

Tue sropent of English legal procedure who wishes to com- 
sider the subject with due regard to convenience and good sense 
may be tempted to ask, whether there is any reason in the nature 
of things why important cases involving mixed questions of law 
and fact are heard and determined in the Chancery Division by 
a single judge, while cases, often of less importance, are heard 
in the King’s Bench before a Divisional Court consisting of two 
or three judges. It is difficult to give a satisfactory answer 0 
the question, apart from the fact that it was necessary from am 


number of common law judges to provide for the requirements 
of the circuits, and that these judges might just as well take 
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else for them to do. The Court of Chancery, on the other 
hand, was always a metropolitan tribunal, and many years 
before it was found necess to reinforce the Lord 
Chancellor and the Master of the Rolls in the exercise of their 
liar jurisdiction. Fifty years have not passed since the 
Lord Chancellor, sitting alone, heard appeals from the Master 
of the Rolls or Vice-Chancellors, and when it was found 
expedient to create a separate Court of Appeal, two Lords 
Justices only were assigned to this court. At common law the 
tice was different. A court of six or eight judges 
constituted the Exchequer Chamber; a point of criminal 
law was sometimes considered by the whole body of 
common law judges; a large proportion of them was 
occasionally summoned to assist the House of Lords on the 
hearing of an appeal; more than one judge sat at important 
criminal trials, and there was the trial at bar, where three 
judges sat with a jury at the trial of an important case, civil or 
criminal. The Judicature Acts did something to check this 
extravagance in the disposition of the time and services of 
judges, but there has been of late some tendency to a reaction- 
ary policy. It has become a common practice for the Divisional 
Court to consist of three, instead of two, judges, and in the 
recent case of West Rand Central Gold Mining Co. v. Rex (1905, 
2K. B. 391) a trial at bar was ordered to determine an issue at 
law—namely, the demurrer to a petition of right. Why this 
was thought necessary itis hard to understand, as there is surely 
no difference in principle between hearing a question of law at 
bar before three judges and hearing the same question before a 
Divisional Court consisting of three judges. 


What is a Lodger? 
No reGisTrRation appeal of recent years affects so many 
rsons as the recent case of Kent v. Fittal, lately heard by a 
ivisional Court. It raises the old question, What is a lodger? 
and emphasises the difficulty of distinguishing an occupier of a 
flat or other dwelling within a dwelling-house from a lodger. 
Section 5 of the Registration Act, 1878, provides that ‘‘ dwelling- 
house” shall include any part of a house where that part is 
separately occupied as a dwelling; and that “lodgings ” shall 
include any apartments or place of residence, whether furnished 
or unfurnished, in a dwelling-house. This provision can 
hardly be said to.draw any clear line between the two kinds 
of occupation. The question was very fully considered by the 
Court of Appeal in Bradley v. Baylis (8 Q. B. D. 195), in the 
course of which Brert, L.J., said that nothing could be more 
difficult, and nothing more involved, than these statutes. A rule, 
however, was evolved which was thus stated by Linptey, L.J., 
“Where a house is wholly let out in unf ed apartments, 
separately occupied by tenants, and their landlord does not 
reside in the house, and has no servant in the house to look after 
it for him, the tenants are rateable, and are not lodgers; whilst, 
on the other hand, when a house is let out in unfurnished 
apartments to tenants, and their landlord resides in the 
or has a servant in it to look after it for 
him, then such tenants are not rateable, and are lodgers.” 
In the recent case a pt was proved to be the 
occupier of an unfurnished room in a house in which other 
tenants similarly occupied rooms, and in which the landlord also 
resided ; but the revising barrister found asa fact that the land- 
lord’s occupation of the rooms he retained was identical in 
character with that of his tenants; that, as far as their relation- 
ship inter se as residents went, the landlord occupied no different 
ition than he would if he were not the landlord; and that he 
no right to enter, or in any way interfere with and control, 
the rooms let to his teuants. Under these circumstances the 
barrister held that the tenant was an occupier of a dwelling- 
house and entitled to be on Division I. of the register, and he over- 
ruled an objection to thename. The Divisional Court, however, 
held that when the landlord resided on the premises he retained 
control as master of the house, and, following Bradley v. Baylis, 
they allowed the appeal. In consequence, 2,595 names are to be 
expunged from the register of voters for the borough of Devon- 
rt unless the Oourt of Appeal overrules the decision of the 
igh Court. From this decision it seems a natural inference 
that where a house is wholly let out in a number of separate 
‘partments, and the occupiers are properly on Division I. of the 
Tegister, the landlord can at his will di ise all the tenants 


by himself taking possession of one of the apartments on its 
becoming vacant and living in it himself. It is dangerous, as 
well as absurd, that the landlord should have such power. 
a decision was reversed by the Court of Apneal on 
hursday. | 


Commission on Sales. 


Tue case of Henry v. Gregory (Times, 14th inst.), before 
Watton, J., this week, illustrates once again the difficulty of 
deciding whether an informal arrangement for the sale of land, 
in which the parties contemplate the preparation of a formal 
contract, constitutes forthwith a binding contract, or whether, 
until the formal contract has been executed, the matter still 
remains in negotiation. The plaintiff claimed commission from 
the defendant, as representing the Friends’ Provident Institution, 
on the sale of Kylemore Castle in Ireland to the Duke of Man- 
CHESTER for £63,000. The Provident Institution, who sold as 
mortgagees in possession, had with the plaintiff to 
pay him a commission of 3 per cent. if the duke became 
the purchaser, and a further 2 percent. if the purchase was 
completed by the 15th of May, 1903. It was subsequently 
explained that the sale was to be considered as completed if a 
definite offer and acceptance were made. On the 17th of April, 
1903, the Duke of ManonxzstEer and the Provident Institution 
signed a memorandum of agreement by which the duke under- 
took to send professional persons over to Kylemore to verify the 
particulars of the property, and, provided he received a satis- 
factory report, he agreed to enter into a formal contract for the 
purchase of the property for £63,000. This contract, however, 
was not signed till September of the same year. 


Informal Contracts. 


UnpER THESE circumstances the question was, whether a 
complete contract had been constituted by the memorandum of 
the 17th of April, so as to entitle the plaintiff to his additional 
commission. All the cases on the subject appear to rest ultimately 
on the statement of the law by Lord Wesrsvry in Chinnock v. 
Marchioness of Ely (4 De G. J. & 8. 638), which was quoted with 
approval by Lord Carens in Rossiter v. Miller (3 App. Cas., p. 
1138). If there is once a final mutual assent to the terms of 
the purchase, and these are evidenced in a manner to satisfy 
the Btatute of Frauds, the agreement is binding, “ although 
the parties may have declared that the writing is to serve 
only as instructions for a formal agreement, or although it 
may be an express term that a formal agreement shall be 
prepared and signed by the parties.” And it is apprehended 
that this does not mean that the parties have agreed upon 
all the matters which are usually included in a formal 
contract. It is sufficient if they have and put into 
writing such terms as will satisfy the statute, if these are 
all the terms then under negotiation. But the reference 
to the formal contract may of such a nature as to 
shew that the as did not intend to be bound before it was 
prepared and Signed, and then the preliminary memorandum is 
not a complete contract. Watron, J., held that this was the 
effect of the memorandum in Henry v. Gregory. Ina certain 
event the duke undertook to enter into a formal contract, 
but he did not then contract. The case is one of some difficulty, 
but it is to be observed that the term as to the particulars of the 
property being verified no more imported uncertainty than the 
condition implied in every contract that a title shall be made. It 
is a matter to be ascertained before the contract is carried out. And 
the undertaking to enter into a formal contract was not perhaps 
incompatible with the duke being at once bound by the informal 
contract. There is a similar uodertaking implied in every case 
where an informal, but binding, contract contains a reference 
to a formal contract. However, these are simply reflections 
which shew the difficulties of such cases, The courts wouta 
have avoided much litigation, and probably done no injustive, 
had they always insisted on a formal contract where it appeared 
that this was contemplated by the parties. 


Landlords and Weekly Tenants. 

Tu cass of Cavalier v. Pope, in which the Court of Appeal 
delivered a considered judgment on the 9th of August, is one 
of a number of cases in which an a 


is made to everride 
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covenant or promise is implied on the part of the lessor that they 
are reasonably fit for habitation or that he will do any repairs 
whatever. The law has undoubtedly been unsettled by decisions 
in which the courts have, upon slender evidence, held that a 
warranty might be implied that a house intended for occupation 
was properly drained, and by other cases in which, upon an 
ani slender consideration, the courts have held that there 
was a collateral agreement by the landlord to repair the premises. 
The Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, as is well known, 
confers an important privilege on the working classes, for, by 
section 75, if a house, or part of a house, is let to them for habita- 
tion, a condition is to be implied that the house at the com- 
mencement of the holding is in all respects reasonably 
fit for habitation. But with respect to repairs after the 
commencement of the tenancy, the law remains unaltered, and 
having regard to the rough and destructive habits of many 
weekly tenants, it is more convenient that it should be. In 
Cavalier v. Pope the jury found that the landlord, through his 
agent, in consideration that the tenant would withdraw a threat 
to quit, had promised that the defective condition of the kitchen 
floor should be repaired. No repairs were done, and some 
time afterwards the tenant’s wife met with an accident owing to 
a chair on which she was standing going through the floor of 
the kitchen. In an action by the tenant and his wife against 
the landlord to recover the expenses to which the tenant had 
bsen put and damages sustained by the wife, the court, 
Maruew, L.J., dissenting, held that the wife had no cause of 
action in respect of the injuries sustained by her, inasmuch 
as she was no party to the contract. We shall not be surprised, 
in view of the recent course of decisions, if some attempt is made 
by legislation or otherwise to alter in favour of tenants the law 
laid down by the Court of Appeal. 


Popular Errors as to the Law of Marriage. 


At Tue hearing of asummons under the Summary Jurisdiction 
(Married Women) Act, 1895, before the justices of Brentford 
the defence upon which the husband, a gas stoker, relied dis- 
played a curious view of the law of husband and wife. The 

ence appears to have been that the marriage was not a legal 
one, inasmuch as the defendant was drunk at the time of the 
marriage, though he had done nothing te disaffirm it until he 
before the justices. The case, however, is hardly so 
remarkable as that of Whitworth v. Thomasson (1893, P. 85), 
where the petitioner (a man in a humble rank of life) and his 


wife signed a paper whereby they agreed to separate, and that 
each should be at liberty to marry again; and the learned judge 


Bagnezs, J.) came to the conclusion that the petitioner honestly 
ieved that the marriage had been legally dissolved. 








Presumption of Release of Covenants 


in Leases. 


Wues for a length of time a state of things at variance with 
the legal rights of parties has been acquiesced in, it is natural 
to assume that the intention to enforce those rights has been 
abandoned. This is one of the principles upon which the policy 
of statutes of limitation is based, and when time is not made 
an express bar by statute, the courte find themselves under the 
necessity of giving effect to the principle by means of fictions 
and presumptions. Thus before the period for acquisition of 
easements had been fixed by the Prescription Act, 1833, the 
courts confirmed an enjoyment of an easement founded on long 
user by the fiction of a lost grant, and before the period of 
limitation of an action for a legacy or on a bond was 
fixed by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, and 
the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, the courts imposed a time 
limit by the presumption after the lapse of twenty years that 
the had been satisfied or the bond debt paid. And the 
case this week of Gibbon v. Payne ( Times, Nov. 14th) before A. T. 
Lawzxncs, J., shews that the courts still take the same course 
where no statute of prescription or of limitation is available. 

In Gibbon v. Payne the action was brought to enforce a 
forfeiture for breach of a covenant in 4 lease to repair buildings 
which had in fact never been built. By the lease, which was 








dated in 1866, a house with coachhouse and stables, known ag 
No. 6, Thurlow-place, St. Pancras, was demised for a term 
of ninety-nine years, and the lessee covenanted that he 
would within six months complete the demised buildings 
and that he would keep the premises in repair. At the 
date of the lease no coachhouse and stables had bee, 
erected, and none ever were erected. It appeared that the 
property in question had been, with adjacent property, the 
subject of a building agreement. According to the buildi 

scheme, No. 6, in addition to the ordinary garden at the back, 
was to have astrip of ground taken from the gardens of the 
three next houses, and upon part of this ground the coachhouse 
and stables were to be built. The lease of No. 6 and the plan 
attached to it were framed in pursuance of this arrangement, 
but it was never carried out. The scheme was modified by 
leaving the strip of ground to form part of the gardens of the 
adjoining houses, and No. 6 was left with only the ordinary 
rectangular piece of land at the rear. The rent under the lease 
of 1866 had been duly paid and accepted down to the commence- 
ment of the action. Under these circumstances the plaintiff, 
who was the present reversioner expectant on the term, alleged 
that there was a breach of the covenant to keep the coachhouse 
and stables in repair, and the action was brought to recover 
possession for the forfeiture incurred by the breach of covenant, 


The question of the effect of the lapse of time in barring an 
action on such a covenant is by no means a new one. It was 
held in Gibson v. Doeg (2 H. & N. 615) that, where a restrictive 
covenant has remained broken to the knowledge of the lessor for 
many years, it may be presumed that the lessor has granted a 
licence which will justify the actual use of the premises, and the 
principle was applied by Romer, J., in Downie v. Summerson 
(1900, 1 Ch., p. 112, note), and by Farwe 1, J., in Hepworth y, 
Pickles (48 W. R. 184; 1900, 1 Ch. 108). In Gibson v. Doeg a 
lease, granted in 1822 for a term of fifty-four years, contained a 
covenant against the carrying on of any trade upon the 
premises. Part of the premises was turned into a public 
house and grocer’s shop, and the lessor, with full knowledge 
of this, received the rent for more than twenty years. The 

urchaser of the reversion brought ejectment, but Poxxocs, 

.B., in delivering the judgment of the Court of Exchequer, 
which beside himself included Bramwett, Warson, and 
CHANNELL, BB., said: ‘‘ We are of opinion that where a breach 
of covenant has continued for upwards of twenty years, and, 
with full knowledge of it, rent has been from time to time 
received, that fact may be left to the jury to say whether it will 
not presume a licence. It would be strange if a jury might 
presume a grant for upwards of twenty years’ user and yet 
not be at liberty to presume a licence. It is a maxim of the 
law of England to give effect to everything which appears to 
have been established for a considerable course of time, and to 
presume that what has been done was done of right, and not im 
wrong.” The Chief Baron went on to point out that this 
was nothing more than giving effect to notorious and 
avowed acquiescence. ‘‘No person would have permitted 
a covenant to be broken for more than twenty years unless he 
was aware that it was broken as a matter of right.” And he 
concluded by saying that it was not necessary, in point of form, 
to send the case to a jury to find the facts which the judge might 
tell them they ought to presume. 

The same principle was applied as between the vendor and 
purchaser of a lease by Romar, J., in Downie v. Summers 
(supra). Leasehold premises comprised in a contract of purchase 
were held under a lease from the Corporation of Newcastle 
which contained a clause of forfeiture if the premise 
should at any time be used as an alehouse. It appeared 
from the evidence that the premises had, with the 
knowledge of the corporation, been uninterruptedly 
as a public-house for upwards of thirty years, and were 
80 ne at the time of the contract of sale, Romxr, J., held the 
inevitable conclusion to be that there had been a licence, and & 
binding licence, from the corporation to the lessees to use 
premises as a Eo persegeoms: or a release of the covenant. 
corporation could raise no claim to prevent the user of the house 
as a public-house, or to determine the lease as for a breach 
cov t, and consequently the above circumstances consti 
no objection to the title, 
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The case of Hepworth v. Pickles (supra) differed from the 
foregoing in that it related to a restrictive covenant contained 
in a conveyance of land and not in alease. Land had been 
conveyed in 1874 with a covenant that no building to be 
erected on it should be used for the sale of beer, wine, or spirits. 
Shortly after the conveyance a shop erected on the land was 
used for the sale of beer and spirits off the premises, and this 
went on continuously and openly until a contract for sale of the 

remises with the off-licence was made in 1898—that is, for a 

iod of twenty-four years. Farwett, J., held that there was 
no difference as to the principle applicable in a case between 

tor and grantee, and between lessor and lessee, and that, 
under the circumstances, the existence of the covenant in the 
conveyance formed no objection to the title. He stated the 
principle to be that if there is a long course of usage wholly 
inconsistent with the continuance of the covenant, the court will 
infer some legal proceeding—either a waiver or release—which 
has put an end to the covenant, in order to hold that such usage 
is now lawful and not wrongful. 

The present case of Gibbon v. Payne (suprd) was one which 
obviously called for the application of the principle unless there 
was some special ground for excluding it. It presented some 
analogy to another class of cases where a covenant to kee 
buildings in repair has been held to be operative, although the 
original covenant to erect the buildings is barred. This was so 
in Bennett v. Herring (6 W. R. 37,3 ©. B. N. 8. 370), and the 
authority of that case was followed by Srretine, J., in Jacod v. 
Down (48 W. R. 441; 1900, 2 Ch, 156). In the former case a 
lease contained a covenant by the lessee within two months to 
complete two houses then partly erected, and also a covenant to 
keep them in repair. The houses were not finished within the 
stipulated time, and there was thus a complete breach of the 
earlier covenant. Consequently an assignee of the reversion sub- 
sequent to the breach could not sue upon it, but it was held that 
he could sue upon the continuing covenant to repair. Similarly 
in Jacob v. Down a lease in 1894 contained a covenant to erect 
new buildings in the place of buildings which were to be pulled 
down, and a covenant to keep the buildings so to be erected in 
repair. The new buildings were not erected, and the lessor by 
acceptance of rent waived that breach of covenant, but Srir.ine, 
J., held that be could none the less take advantage of the con- 
tinuing breach of the covenant to repair. 

Neither in Bennett v. Herring nor in Jacob v. Down, however, 
was there any question of the effect of the lapse of a long period 
of time as in the other cases referred to above. In Gibbon v. 
Payne the covenant to keep in repair would doubtless have been 
available notwithstanding that the coachhouse and stables had 
never been erected, had the lease been recent. But the lease 
was dated in 1866, and the omission to erect these buildings, and 
the consequent omission to repair them, went back some forty 
years. This, moreover, as Farwett, J., held, had been with 
the knowledge of thelessor. Hence, treating the breach of 
the covenant to repair as a continuing breach, the case was 
well within the authorities quoted above. The lapse of more 
than twenty years, during which the lessor has acquiesced in 
the use of premises in a manner different from that contem- 
plated by the covenant, puts an end to the covenant itself, and 
itis immaterial that the breach, if the covenant still existed, 
would be a continuing breach. “I am satisfied,” said 
A.T. Lawrence, J., “that, in fact, this lessor approved of this 
alteration”’—that is, the alteration in the use of the strip of 
ground—‘‘and licensed it, and that both parties intended the 
covenant to repair to be released as to this stable and coachhouse. 
. . . I think the facts bring it well within the principle 
tunciated by PotxooK, O.B., in Gibson v. Doeg (supra).” The 
tase, indeed, was one in which there could hardly be any doubt 
& to that principle being applicable, but it is useful as a 
teminder that time will be an effective bar to the enforcement of 
tovenants in leases and conveyances when the breach of the 
covenant has continued for more than twenty years to the know- 
ledge of the lessor or grantor. Such knowledge is, as A. T. 
Lawrenor, J., pointed out, essential. Mere non-enforcement of 
the covenant, without knowledge on the part of the covenantee, 
8 Rot enough. 








Lord Brampton was reported on Wednesday night to be much better. 








The Scope of a Memorandum of 
Association. 


THe memorandum of association of a company under the 
present practice is a document which aims at describing the 
proposed objects of the company in terms of extreme generality, 
yet even so there is a not unnatural disposition in the courts to 
lace a restriction on the verbiage of the draftsman, and the 
ecision of the Court of Appeal in Re German Date Coffee Co. (20 
Ch. D. 169) drew a distinction between particular and subsidiary 
objects. The particular objects are defined by the leadi 
clauses, and subsequent general clauses may be properly treated 
as subsidiary thereto, and not as enabling the company to 
do everything which would fall within their terms taken 
literally. ‘‘General words,” said Livptey, L.J., in that case, 
“ construed literally, may mean anything; but they must be 
taken in connection with what are shewn by the context to be the 
dominant or main objects. It will not do under general words 
to turn a company for manufacturing one thing into a company 
for manufacturing something else, however general the words 
are.” In that case the company was formed to acquire a German 


P| patent for manufacturing a substitute for coffee and also to 


purchase other inventions for the same purposes, and to import 
and export all descriptions of produce for the purposes of food. 
The German patent could not be obtained, and although, the 
company had acquired a Swedish patent, it was held that the 
substratum of the company’s business was gone, and a winding- 
up order was made. “The real object of the company,” said 
Lryptey, L.J., “ was to manufacture a substitute for coffee in 
Germany under a patent valid according to German law. It is 
what the company was formed for, and all the rest is subordinate 
to that. The words are general, but that is the thing for which 
the people subscribe their money.” In arriving at this con- 
clusion, reference was made both to the name of the company 
and to the prospectus, which made the acquisitionfof the German 
patent the leading object of the company. 

The above case is the leading authority for the proposition 
that certain of the objects of a company are to be regarded as 
principal, and the rest as subsidiary, and that the principal 
objects give the real scope of the company’s business, beyond 
which it cannot lawfully travel. But there are several other 
cases in which the same view has been taken. In Re Haven 
Gold Mining Co. (30 W. R. 289, 20 Ch. D. 151) the company 
was formed to acquire mines “‘in New Zealand or elsewhere,” 
and in particular to carry out a specified agreement, which was 
for the acquisition of particular property in New Zealand ; and 
special reference was made to this property in the stp ame 
The property could not be obtained, and the Court of te 
held that the substratum had gone. In Re Crown B (38 
W. R. 666, 44 Ch. D. 634), again, Norrs, J., looked at a 
circular contemporary with the memorandum as explaining the 
objects, and held that the company could not, by virtue of 
general words, go outside the business of banking, which was 
the main object of the company. Similarly, in Re Amalgamated 
Syndicate (46 W. R. 75; 1897, 2 Ch. 600), Vavanan WILtiaMs, 
J., declined to allow a company formed for a specified principal 

urpose, which had come to an end, to carry on other businesses 
by virtue of the general words in the memorandum. 

In Stephens v. The Mysore Reefs, Se , Co. (50 W. R. 509; 1902, 
1 Ch. 745) Swrnren Eapy, J., gave effect to the same distinction, 
and held that a company formed to acquire a mine in Mysore 
could not enter upon a scheme for financing a mine in a different 
part ofthe world. The original mine having been abandoned, 
the proposal was that the company should obtain an option over 
a mine in West Africa, and if the re: were favourable should 
form a subsiduary company to work it. The memorandum of asso- 
ciation provided by clause 2 that the company might — gold 
mines ‘in Mysore or elsewhere,” and there was the usual clause as 


to promoting other companies, and the usual concluding general 
clause, empowering the company “to do all such other things 
as are incidental or conducive to the above objects.” Swinray 
Eapy, J., held, however, that the principle of Re German Date 
Cuffee Co. applied. The first object—the acquisition of the 

articular mine in Mysore—deseribed the principal and govera- 
construed as 


ing object. The remaining clauses were to 





oo 
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giving the company full and ample powers to do a number of 
ings, but in a manner subsidiary and subordinate to the main 
business. Hence he regarded the scheme for financing the 
West African mine as ultra vires. _ 

It has been suggested, however, that in this course of decision 
the court has departed from the natural meaning of the language 
used in the memorandum of association, and that, in construing 
this document, undue use has been made of the name of the 
company, which is subject to change, and of contemporary 
documents (Palmer’s Comp. Prec, (8th ed.), Part I, p. 386); 
and it does not appear why effect should not be given to a clause 
which expressly authorizes the acquisition of property other than 
that specifically mentioned, notwithstanding that its language is 

eral. A decision upon these lines has now been given by 

aRRinGTon, J., in Pedlar v. Road Block Gold Mines of India 
(1905, 2 Ch. 427), and though the learned judge professed to 
distinguish Stephens v. Mysore Reefs Mining Co. (supra), yet 
the two cases. would seem not to be easily reconcileable. In 
the present case the objects of the company were stated in 
terms almost identical with those in the earlier case. The 
primary object, as stated in clause 1 of the memorandum 
of association, was ‘to acquire and take over as a going 
concern the undertaking of the Road Block Gold Mining 
Co. of India (Limited),” and under clause 2 the company was 
empowered to acquire gold mines “‘in Mysore and elsewhere.” 
As in the previous case, there were subsequent clauses enabling 
the company to promote other companies, and to do all other 
incidental things. The original property was disappointing, 
and the directors proposed to secure an option over a mining 
area in the Bombay Presidency. Arrangements were made to 
this end, but it was seen that the change of operations was of 
doubtful legality having regard to the decision in Stephens v. 
“Mysore Reefs Mining Co. (supra), and a friendly action was com- 
menced to test the power of the company. A draft agreement 
had been prepared, and under this the company might either 
acquire the new property directly by increasing its capital, or 
might form a new company for the purpose of taking 
over the property. It will be seen, therefore, that the 
circumstances were very similar to those in the case before 
Swinren Eapy, J., but Warnrinerton, J., arrived at a different 
conclusjon, and held that the proposed scheme was inéra vires. 
Indeed, if the decision in Stephens v. Mysore Reefs Mining Co. 
were strictly applied, it would be difficult for a company to do 
business except in the place expressly mentioned in the 
memorandum of association. Warrincton, J., referred to the 
words “or elsewhere’’ used in clause 2, and pointed out that 
they would have no force if the object of the company was 
gold mining only in the mines referred to in clause 1. He very 
naturally held that he was not obliged to confine the real object 
of the company to clause 1, but that he could go further and 
have regard to the extension of those objects contained in 
clause 2. It is not necessary to follow the learned judge into 
his attempt to distinguish Stephens v. Mysore Reefs Mining Co 
(supra), but his decision will shew that the cases referred: to 
above are not to be taken as necessarily confining the scope of a 
company’s business to the property specifically mentioned in the 
memorandum of association. 





It is announced that Mr. W. J. Cullen and Mr. W. Hunter, of the Scotch 
bar, have been made King’s Counsel, and that Mr. John F. Maclennan, 
K.C., has been appointed Sheriff of Caithness, Orkney, and Zetland, in 
the room of Mr. F’. J. Cooper, K.C., resigned, 


Mr. Justice Wills, in addressing the new Lord Mayor on the 9th inst., 
referred to the delay in providing new courts at the Old Bailey. He said 
he remembered when he first joined the bench, more than twenty-one 
years ago, that the new courts at the Old Bailey were talked of as things 
we might expect within the next two or three years, and he added that he 


‘ had the honour quite early in his judicial career of having the plans sub- 


mitted to himself and his brother Grantham in order that they might 
make what practical suggestions they could in order to enable the courts 
to be really useful for the purposes for which they were intended and pro- 
vide adequate accommodation in all respects It would always be a 
great pleasure to him to remember that he had contributed to the con- 
struction of what would he believed be admirable courts in the City of 
London. He had the honour and advantage of doing something of the 
same service for the best assize courts in the kingdom, the courts at 
Bitmingham, which was his native town, and in respect of which he was 
consulted in the same way before he was appointed to the bench. 
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Reviews. 


Constitutional History. 


ENGLISH CONSTITUTIONAL HIsToRY: FROM THE TEUTONIC Con. 
QUEST TO THE PRESENT TimE. By THomas Pitt Taswett- 
LANGMEAD. S1xTH EpiTIoN, REVISED THROUGHOUT, WITH 
Notes. By Pamir A. AsHwortH, Dr. Juris, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


This edition of the useful work on constitutional law by the late 
Professor Taswell-Langmead appears, like the previous one, under 
the editorship of Mr. Ashworth. The revision to which it has been 
subjected shews that the editor has availed himself of the work of 
other recent investigators in the same field, and he has added a very 
interesting section at the end of the book, summarizing the more recent 
developments of the constitution. Prominent among these is the change 
which of late years has been effected in the power of the executive 
government. The personal influence of the sovereign in the govern- 
ment, it is pointed out, has steadily decreased since the reign of 
George III., but the power of the Crown, as wielded by its ministers, 
has tended as steadily to increase. ‘‘The expansion of the empire, 
the great extension of public establishments, the vast increase of 
patronage—civil, military, and ecclesiastical—and the more profuse 
distribution of honours, have all largely added to the influence of the 
executive government, while its coercive power has been augmented 
by the establishment of the police, the recent concentration of the 
military forces, the abolition of purchase in the army, and the 
transfer of the command and jurisdiction over the auxiliary forces to 
the Crown, to be exercised through the Secretary of State for War.” 
The result thus well summarized is one of the most significant facts 
of the present time, and the whole of this section will well repay 
perusal, while the more historical part of the work gives all the 
information which the student requires, with copious references to 
authorities. 





Income Tax. 


THE LAw RELATING TO THE TAXATION OF FoREIGN IncoMES. By 
JoHN BucuaN, Barrister-at-Law. With a Preface by the Right 
Hon. R. B. HALDANE, K.C., M P. » Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This is an attempt to analyze and reduce to the form of consistent 
rules the provisions of the Income Tax Acts as these have been applied 
by the courts to the taxation of profits made abroad, but received by 
persons who are subject to our revenue Jaws. The law reports shew 
how frequently the assessment of such profits has been the subject of 
litigation, and the leading case of Colquhoun v. Brooks (14 App. Cas. 
493), which exempted a sleeping partner from taxation save on income 
received here, has been followed by a series of decisions in which the 
effect of that decision has been strictly confined to persons who have 
no actual control of the business operations abroad. The result of 
the cases on this point is very well stated by Mr. Buchan, and his 
work is a learned and able treatise on this branch of the revenue law. 





Books of the Week. 


The English Reports. Vol. LVII.: Vice-Chancellor’s Court IL, 
containing Simons and Stuart Vols. 1. and 2; Simons, Vols. 1 to 3. 
William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Browne & Powles’ Law and Practice in Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes. Seventh Edition. Rearranged and Rewritten by L. D. 
Pow1es, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, District Probate Registrar for 
Norwich. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The English and Indian Law of Torts. By MRaTANLAL 
RanoHHoppas, B.A., LL.B, Vakil, High Court, and DurrasLAL 
KEsHAVIAL THAKOR, B.A., of Lincoln’s-inn. Third Edition. The 
‘‘ Bombay Law Reporter” Office. 


Statutes of Practical Utility Passed in 1905, Arranged in Alpha- 
betical Order in Continuation of ‘‘ Chitty’s Statutes.” With Notes 
and Selected Statutory Rules. By J. M. Lety, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Lawyers’ Companion and Diary and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1906: with Tables of Costs ; New Stamp Duties ; 
Time-Tables of the Courts; Index to Practical Statutes; Public 
Statutes of 1905; Legal Business of the Months; Oaths in Supreme 
Court; Estate, Legacy, and Succession Duties; Legal, Time, Interest, 
Discount, and other Tables, &c., &c. Edited by E. Layman, B.A., 
Barrister -at- Law.  Sixtieth Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited); Shaw & Sons. 

Sweet & Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers for 1906. Edited by 
Francois A. STRINGER, of the Central ce, Royal Courts of Justice, 
One of the Editors of the Annual Practice, and J. Jounsron, of the 
Central Office. ‘Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
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Correspondence. 


Adhesive Stamps. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 

Sir,—Is it so clear that this class of stamp cannot be affixed after 
execution? Section 15, by prescribing a penalty upon unstamped 
jnstruments submitted for stamping after execution (other than 
conveyances, &c., presented within thirty days), certainly suggests 
that the ‘‘ proper time” is before execution. But this clause is recited 
to be subject to other express provisions in the Act. Now, is not 
section 8 such an express provision? This section prescribes several 
aiternatives—an instrument with adhesive stamp is not duly stamped 
unless (1) that stamp is cancelled by the ‘proper person” with 
his name or initials together with the true date ; or (2) the stamp 
isso effectively cancelled as to be incapable of fraudulent use; or (3) 
it is proved that the stamp was affixed at the proper time. My 
submission is that if either of the first events has happened there is 
no question of ‘‘ proper time,” which is the third alternative. 

Section 22 defines the proper person as the person who first 
executes the instrument; but it does not state that he ceases to 
become the proper person if he fails at the same time to initial and 
date the stamp. It is evident that where the two operations of 
executing and cancelling are done upon the same occasion, the 
cancelling must follow the executing, because until execution no 

y can be defined as first executing. What is there legally to 
prevent this first person next day, or next year, cancelling the stamp 
with his initials and true date. (In the case of foreign bills and 
charter-parties there are other provisions.) W. E. TYE. 

12, Bloomsbury-square, London, Nov. 14. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S.J. ] 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Reservation of Easement in Deed of Grant—Non-Execution by 
Grantee.—It is the theory at law thata reservation of an incorporeal 
hereditament, such as a right of way, takes effect by way of re- 
grant by the grantee, and hence it is essential that the deed in which 
the reservation is contained shall be executed by the grantee: 
Durham, &c., Railway Co. v. Walker (2 Q. B , p. 967). But it does not 
follow that, because such execution has been omitted, the grantor in 
whose favour the right of way is to arise is without remedy. The 
grahtee, when he takes possession under the deed of grant, comes 
under an equitable obligation to execute it, and consequently is bound 
to recognize the existence of the right of way, and such right is 
effectual in equity both against the original grantee under the deed 
and against persons who take through him with potice. Conse- 
quently a person deriving title under the grantee, and having notice 
of the circumstances, will be restrained by injunction from interfer- 
ing with the right of way.—May v. BELLVILLE (Buckley, J., July 
12) (64 W. R. 12). 

Lease—Option to Purchase—Rule Against Perpetuities.—An 
option to purchase land is not saved from the rule against perpetuities 
because it is contained in a lease. It is not an incident of the 
tenancy so as to run with the land and be enforceable, like a covenant 
torenew, without regard to the length of the term. It is, conse- 
quently, subject to the rule against perpetuities, and it is essential 
that it should be made exerciseable only within the limits allowed by 
this rule ; though, provided it conforms to the rule, it will be binding 
on persons claiming under the lessor—that is, it is presumed, if they 
take with notice.—WooDALt v. Ciirron (C.A., June 6) (54 W. R. 7; 
1905, 2 Ch, 257). 








The inaugural lecture of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association 
will be delivered on Tuesday, the 28th of November, in the Inner Temple 
(Dining) Hall, by Mr. L, A. Atherley-Jones, K.C., M.P , on the subject of 
“The Labour Laws.” The chair will be taken at seven o’clock precisely by 
Mr. Frederick Low, K.C. 

We are informed that at a meeting of the Street Noise Abatement Com- 
mittee, on Saturday, it was stated that the society intends to promote a 
Bill in Parliament next session which will give the police power to suppress 
organ-grinding and street cries. The County Council bye-laws have 
Proved quite ineffectual for the protection of the public, as the organ- 
gtinder can take refuge under the clause that makes his removal subject 
to reasonable objection. In these cases the police have no power to 
Prosecute, but the householder who objects must himself summon the 
offender, and few people care to spend the time necessary for putting the 

into operation. The new Bill will give the police power to summon 
grinder and street-crier, and will, in fact, e their action a common 
nuisance to be as much amenable to the law as obstructing the traffic. 





Cases of the Week. | 


House of Lords. 


MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF PADDINGTON AND ANOTHE&d »v. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND ANOTHER. i4th Nov. 


Loca GovernmentT—OPreEN Space—Hoarpinc 02 ScreEN—ADsorninc Lanp- 
owNERS—Access or LightT—Burtping—Merropo.itan Open Spaces Acts, 
1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 35), s. 1; 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 34), s. 5; 1877 
(50 & 51 Vicr. c. 32), s. 4—Disusep Buriat-crounps Act, 1884 (47 & 48 
Vict. c. 72), 8. 3. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (52 W. R. 114; 1903, 2 
Ch. 556) (Vaughan Williams, Romer, and ns-Hardy, L.JJ.), reversing 
a decision of Buckley, J. (51 W. R. 109 ; 1903, 1 Ch. 109). The respondent 
Boyce was the owner under a long lease of land in the parish of Paddington 
abutting on the north-east upon the churchyard of St. Mary’s, 
Paddington, and he had erected blocks of flats which had numerous 
windows overlooking the churchyard. This churchyard had become a 
disused burial-ground within the meaning of the Metropolitan Open 
Spaces Acts, 1877, 1881, and 1887, and of the Disused Burial-grounds Ac 
1884 ; and by virtue of those Acts, and of an indenture of April, 1892, an 
of a faculty granted by the Bishop of London, the Vestry of Paddington 
(now represented by the appellant borough) had the control and manage- 
ment of the churchyard. In January, 1901, the borough council proposed 
to erect a screen in the churchyard in front of the windows of the respond- 
ent’s flats, which would have interfered with the usual access of light, and 
the respondent thereupon brought this action for an injunction to 
restrain the council from erecting any screen, &c., so as to occasion 
nuisance, annoyance, or to him and the tenants of the flats. 
By section 5 of the Act of 1881, the open space, &c., is to be held “‘ in trust 
to allow, and with a view to the enjoyment of, such open space, &c., in an 
open condition, free from buildings, and under proper control and regula- 
tion, and for no other purpose.” 

Tue Hover allowed the appeal. 

Earl of Harssury, L.'}., said: I should have been much better satisfied 
if the parties had been able to come to terms ; but they have a right to the 
judgment of tae House. The question is between a public body whose 
duty it is to preserve unincumbered the property committed to their 
care and a private speculator. Now, what is the meaning of the pro- 
hibition which was imposed on the borough council? It was that this 
open space should remain open—should not be built upon. I agree with 
Buckley, J., that there are a variety of cases in the books in 
which a screen, or something in the nature of a screen, has 
under a particular covenant been held to be a building. The 
same structure might in some cases, and might not in others, be 
held to be a building. In this case their lordships had to 
consider the purposes of these Acts. Their intention was obvious 
—to keep disused burial-grounds free from buildings and _ suitable 
for exercise and recreation, and to prevent enything which could restrict 
the free use by the public of the ground. But the House was in this diffi- 
culty—they had to decide whether an undescribed screen was or was not a 
building. I am not prepared to —— any screen would be a building ; 
and it seems to me that the public y was doing what every proprietor 
could do—viz , preventing the acquisition of adverse rights by adjoining 
owners. It is inconvenient to pronounce judgment on a hypothetical 
screen, though it might be common sense to decide a question of law. In 
my opinion, the decision of the Court of Appeal was unsound and that 
of Buckley, J., was perfectly right. I therefore move that the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal be reversed. 

Lords Roserrson and Lixpiey concurring, this was accordingly done.— 
Counset, Haldane, K.C., H. Terrell, K.C., T. A. Nash, and Montague 
Barlow; Astbury, K.C., and Mark Romer. Sourcrrors, J. H. Hortin; 


Cheston § Sons. 
[Reported by C. H. Grartox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
COULTHARD v. CONSETT IRON CO. No.1. 3rd Nov. 


Master anp ServaNt—Emp overs’ Lianttrry—DrrenpANT—DeEsERTION OF 
Wire sy Huspanp—Os ication at Common Law or Husnanp To Support 
Wire—W orxMen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 8. 7, 


SUB-SECTION 


Appeal from the award of the judge of the Newcastle-upon-Tyne County 
Court. The respondent, Elizabeth Ann Coulthard, was married to her 
husband in 1882 and lived with him to June, 1905, there being three 
children of the marriage. He had been for some weeks out of work, and 
the furniture had to be sold to support the family. It was a quarrel 
arising out of this sale of the ture that caused him to desert his 
wife and go to another town, taking with him a child, whom he some two 
months after sent back to the respondent. She never saw him again, but 
stated in her evidence in the county court that she expected him every 
day to come back and to provide a home. After he left she managed to 
support herself by err i employment and precarious donations from 
her relatives. Her husband, after being in the employment of the appel- 
lant company for about three weeks, during which time he remitted no 
part of his earnings to the respondent, met with an accident, from which 
death resulted some three months after he had left the respondent. U 
these facts the county court ju found that the mdent and her 
children were dependent on the workman and made an award 
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under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The company appealed. 
Counsel for the appellants argued that she was not dependent at the time 
of her husband’s death. He had on the facts deserted her, and she had 
looked solely to herself for the support of her family. The Act particu- 
larly provides that the applicant must be dependent at the time of death. 
No doubt the husband was under an obligation to support her, but that 
did not affect the question of fact : Rees v. The Penrikyber Navigation Colliery 
Co. (Limited) (1903, 1 K. B. 259). The Scotch authority, Sneddon v. Addie 
§ Sons Colliery (Limited) (6 F. 992), was no doubt against him, but he 
submitted the earlier case of Zwrners (Limited) v. Whitefield (6 F. 882) was 


rrect. 

Tue Court (Corts, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cottims, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said: The contention is 
that no dependency existed at the time of death. The respondent was 
separated from her husband at the time of the accident and had no 
means of livelihood other than his earnings ; but she just managed to keep 
herself alive by occasional work and help from relatives. If the wife has 
means of livelihood upon which she can and does rely, and treats as a 
source of income, it may be said that in fact she is not dependent upon her 
husband. The House of Lords have decided that it is a question of fact. She 
is dependent. if there is a primary obligation by the husband to support 
her by his earnings and B a in fact has no other source of income 
to rely on than that. It is argued on the authority of the Scotch 
decisions that no inference is to be drawn from the primary obliga- 
tion to support. The case relied on does not go to any degree in the 
direction asserted. It turned upon the special facts of the case, which 
are conclusive to shew the wife was not looking to the husband. This is 
brought out fully in the later case of Sneddon v. Addie § Sons. It is perfectly 
clear that the decision of the county court judge was correct, and it will 
not be impeached by us. 

Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Marnew, L.J.—This case was argued on the assumption that the 
husband left his wife with the intention never to return. Even if that 
were made out, it seems to me that the position of the wife was unaffected. 
She would not cease to be dependent upon the husband, although he had 
every intention of not returning. But the evidence is entirely against 
desertion, and the facts clearly shew the respondent could not support 
herself, and would look to him to fulfil his obligation to support her.— 
Counset, Ruegg, K.C., and Meyneli; Syme. Soxtcrrors, Rawle § Co., for 
Cooper § Goodger, Newcastle ; Belfrage § Co., for J. Murray Aynsley, Consett. 


[Reported by Maurice N. Drvcquzer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SPACEY v. DOWLAIS GAS AND COKE CO, (LIM.), No.1. 7th Nov. 


Master anp Servant—Emptorers’ Liasmiry —Accip—Ent—ComMPENSATION— 
Facrory—Gas Mars—‘' In orn On on Anpovut A Factrory’’—WorkKMEN'S 
Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 8. 7. 


Appeal from an award of compensation under the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act, 1897, made by Judge Gwilym Williams at the Merthyr Tydfil 
County Court. The applicant was a workman in the employment of the 
Dowlais Gas and Coke Co., who owned the gasworks and the gas mains at 
Dowlais. The applicant was employed as a navvy in opening up the 
surface of a street at a place about a quarter of a mile from the gasworks 
for the purpose of getting at a gas main under the street, when his eye 
was injured by a piece of stone. It was admitted that the gasworks were 
a factory within section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The 
county court judge held that, as the gasworks involved the use of the 
mains all over the town, the mains were part of the factory, and that there- 
fore the applicant at the time of the accident was employed on or about 
the factory, and was entitled to compensation under the Act. The 
employers appealed. 

Tae Court (Cotiins, M.R., and Romer and Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed the 
a . 
OLLINS, M.R., said that the employment clearly was outside the widest 
extension that could possibly be given to the word “‘ about” in the Act. 
The county court judge, in coming to the conclusion that the applicant 
was at the time of the accident employed ‘‘ about ”’ a factory, mistook and 
therefore misapplied what was said in this court as to the meaning of the 
word ‘‘about”’ in the Act. He treated the applicant as having been 
employed ‘‘about”’ the factory because he was employed on the main 
through which the gas passed. Underlying that finding was the assump- 
tion that the gas main was part‘of the factory. That was the only way in 
which the judge could say that the applicant was employed ‘‘ about’? the 
factory. e factory where the gas was made was a quarter of a mile 
away. In his lordship’s opinion the main through which the gas passed 
was no part of the factory within the definition of that word in section 7, 
sub-section 2, of the Act. The manufacture of the gas was completed at 
the gasworks. The mains were merely for the purpose of delivering the 
gas when made to the consumers. It would be extending the area of 
* factory ’’ enormously if they were to hold that every place in the town 
where a gas main was laid became part of the factory. e gas main was 
no part of the factory, and the Act did not apply. 

Romer, L.J., concurred, and pointed out that the gas mains did not deal 
with the manufacture, but solely with the delivery of the gas to the 
consumers. 

Martuew, L.J., agreed. The gas company carried on two businesses— 
one the manufacture of gas, and the other the distribution of the gas when 
made; and those two businesses might conceivably be carried on by 
different persons. In the ordinary use of language the factory was the 
place where the gas was made, and they ought not to extend the limits of 
the factory to the mains, which were used merely for the purpose of 
distributing the gas.—CounsrL, John Sankey and Bigham; A. Parsons. 





Soxicrrors, F. Sydney Simons, Merthyr Tydfil; William Hurd § Sons, ty 
Gwilym James, Charles, § Davies, Merthyr Tydfil. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


RISDON IRON AND LOCOMOTIVE WORKS »v. FURNESS. No. 1, 
10th Nov. 


Conriict or Laws—Eneouiish Company—Buvusivess CarrrepD ON IN Fonpigy 
Srare—Dests Incurrep Aproap—Company WounD-vp—SHAREHOLDERS 
Wovtp se Personatty Liaste ror Dests unpDER CALIFORNIAN Lawe~ 
Arrempt To Enrorce Payment In Enouisn Court. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a judgment of Kennedy, J. The plaintiff 
company sought to recover from Sir Christopher Furness, M.P., as a share. 
holder of the Copper King (Limited), a company registered in England, 
and owning mining property and carrying on business in California, a sum 
of money in respect of work done and goods supplied to that company 
in California. The plaintiff company was incorporated in California and 
carried on the business of general machinery manufacturers. In 192 
that company supplied machinery to, and did work for, the Copper King 
(Limited) to the value of 10,000 dollars, which had not been paid for 
when the company was wound up. According to Californian law a share 
holder, although he had paid all his calls, remained personally and 
individually liable in proportion to his holding for the debts of the com. 
pany of which he was a shareholder, and the plaintiff company claimed 
that the Copper King (Limited) having conformed to the laws of 
California, Sir Christopher Furness, as a shareholder, was responsible 
for his proportion of the debt mentioned above. For the defence 
it was contended that the question must be determined entirely by 
English law, and that the liability of the shareholders was limited 
strictly to paying up in full for their shares under the Companies Acts, 
Kennedy, J., held that the defendant’s liability was limited by the 
Companies Acts under which the Copper King (Limited) was registered, 
and an English court could not recognize as a valid cause of action a 
claim in respect of debts of the company arising by virtue of the law of a 
foreign country which was inconsistent with the shareholders’ liability 
according to English law ; and that any proceedings by the company to 
ealarge the liability of a shareholder beyond that fixed by the constitution 
of the company must be held in an English court to be wltrd vires. He 
accordingly gave judgment for the defendant. From that judgment the 
Risdon Co. appealed. Without hearing counsel for the respondent, 

Tue Court (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) held that as 
it could not be inferred from the memorandum and articles of association 
of the Copper King (Limited), that its shareholders were to incur any 
personal and individual liability for the debts of the company, and there 
being no evidence that the defendant had expressly authorized the debt 
being incurred, judgment had rightly been entered for the defendant, 
Appeal dismissed with costs —CounseL, Montague Lush, K.C., and Ernest 
Pollock, K.C.; J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and D.C. Leck. Soxtcrrors, Balfour, 
Allan § North; W. A. Crump § Son. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |! 


TOWNEND v. TOWNEND. No. 2. 10th Nov. 


Practice—Morion ror ATTACHMENT—ORDER TO ATTEND Berore REGISTRAR 
—InporseMENT BY RecistRar Fixinc Time—Farivure ro Comply wits 
Orprer—R.8.C. XLI., 5 
This was an appeal by Mr. James Frederick Townend, the respondent 

in this divorce suit, from a decision of the President of the Divorce 

Division, on a motion by Mrs. Townend, the petitioner, for a writ of 

attachment. The motion was that a writ of attachment might issue 

forthwith against J. F. Townend for contempt of court, in failing to 

attend an appointment before the registrar on the 12th of October, 1905, 

to be examined as to his means in pursuance of an order made on the 

27th of February, 1905. The order was in the following terms: ‘‘ Before 
the Right Hon. Sir John Gorell Barnes, Knight, the President, on the 
27th day of February, 1905, Townend v. Townend . . . it is ordered that 
the respondent do attend before one of the registrars for the purpose 
of being examined as to the security he can give to carry out the 
provisions of the order dated the 4th of August, 1904, and that he do at 
such time produce before the said registrar all books, documents, and 

_ relating to such security. . .—W. Inperwick, Registrar.” 
he order was thus indorsed: ‘‘ Mr. Registrar Musgrave has appointed 

Thursday, the 12th of October, 1905, at 2.30 o’clock p.m., for the within 

named respondent, James Frederick Townend, to attend at the Divorce 

Registry, Somerset House, Strand, London, to be examined in pursuance 

of the within order.” It was objected before the President that the 

notice, as contained in the indorsement on the order, was irregular; 
that the indorsement was made by the registrar, and did not form part of 
the order made by the court; that the order itself was perfectly regular, 
but Mrs. Townend, the petitioner, had taken proceedings under the wrong 
rule ; that she should have obtained a supplemental order naming the time, 
date, and place from the registrar, and then if the respondent remained in 
default she could move to attach him under ord. 37, r. 20, of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court ; and that otherwise the respondent could not be com- 
mitted for contempt. It was not disputed that the registrar made the 

appointment for the time and date, but it was contended that ord. 55, 

r. 17, and ord. 37, r. 13, laid down what should be done in such cases a8 

the present, the law having great respect for the liberty of the subject. 

The learned President thought the question was too plain for argument; 

when an order was made in the Divorce Division it was implied that the 

registrar would fix the timeand place. His lordship had no doubt that 

Mr. Townend was defying the court and accordingly he ordered that the 

writ of attachment must issue forthwith. From that dettaion Mr. Townend 

now appealed.’ 
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Tae Cover (VavcHAN Wit.iams, Srieiine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vauenan Wiurams, L.J.—In my opinion the order of the 27th of 
February, 1905, and indorsement together are not sufficient to sup this 
motion for a writ of attachment against Mr. Townend, and the writ, 
therefore, ought not to have been issued. The matter is governed by 
ord. 41, r. 5, which embodies the practice of the old Court of Chancery 
and should be strictly complied with. It is quite plain when the order of 
the 27th of February, 1905, is looked at that it does not fix the time 
for the attendance by Mr. Townend as required by ord. 41, r. 5. 
Although the order of the 27th of February, 1905, does not state 
“the time . . within which the act is to be done’’—i.¢., Mr. 
Townend’s attendance for examination—it was contended that 
the court ought to read this order as if it said in terms that the 
person against whom it operates is to attend before one of the regis- 
trars for the purpose of being examined as to the security he can give to 
carry out the provisions of the order of the 4th of August, 1904, at such 
time and place as the registrar may hereafter fix. But ord. 41, r. 5, does 
not authorize this, and in all matters relating to the liberty of the subject 
the court has to see that the Rules of Court have been strictly complied 
with, In the present case all that happened was a subsequent 
appointment by the registrar, and the fact of that appointment 
having been made appears in the indorsement. In my judgment, 
with all respect to the decision of the learned President, that 
was not a compliance with the provisions of ord. 41, r.5. If there had 
been a supplemental order made by the registrar, that would have had to 
be served on Mr. Townend, and then ord. 41, r. 5, would not have applied. 
Mr. Townend had succeeded in evading the order of the court, and if I 
had any discretion in the matter, I certainly would not give him any costs 
But the court had no discretion in the matter and could not refuse the 
costs, the liberty of the subject being concerned. 

Srmetine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL, McCall, K.C., Mansfield, and Willock ; C. W. Mathews and 
Grazebrook. Soxicrrors, Sims & Syms ; Calkin, Lewis, § Stokes. 

[Reported by J. I. Stiazuine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re WEST COAST GOLD FIELDS (LIM.). No.2. 30th and 31st October ; 
9th Nov. 


Bankruptcy—TrusTEE—Bankrupt’s Riext TO PARTICIPATE IN SURPLUS 
Assets on WINDING-UP oF CoMPANY. 


This was an appeal from an order of Buckley, J. It appeared that a 
registered holder of partly paid-up shares in the West Coast Gold Fields 
(Limited) became bankrupt and that the company proved against his 
estate in respect of a call on the shares held by him made previous to the 
bankruptcy, and in respect of the uncalled liability on such shares, but 
did not value the lien thereon, provided by the articles of association, in 
their proof. A small dividend was declared. Thereafter the company 
went into voluntary liquidation, and it turned out that the unpaid capital 
on the shares would be sufficient to satisfy all the indebtedness of the 
company and leave a surplus for distribution among the contributories. 
The trustee claimed that the shares of the bankrupt, which had been 
retained by him, ought to be treated as fully paid up, and that he was 
entitled to share in the distribution of assets. Buckley, J., held that the 
holder of shares upon which there was a liability for calls could not share 
in the distribution of the surplus assets of the company until he had dis- 
charged his liability (following Ex parte Grissell, Re Ogwend, Gurney, § Co., 
14 W. R. 1015, L. R. 1 Ch. 528), and that, where the shareholder had 
become bankrupt, this was so with regard to his trustee in bankruptcy, 
notwithstanding that the company had proved against the bankrupt’s 
estate for the amount of his liability and had received a dividend thereon 
prior to going into liquidation. The.trustee appealed. 

Judgment was reserved and was delivered by 

Stiziinc, L.J., who said, after stating the facts as above, that the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 to 1900, provided that surplus assets should be dis- 
tributed among the members of the company according to their rights 
and interest therein, and it had been held that the holders of partly 
paid-up shares were not entitled to participate in surplus assets until the 
holders ot fully paid-up shares had received the amount paid by them in 
excess of the amount paid on the partly paid-up shares. Proof in bank- 
Ttuptey, however, was not payment in cash, as required by the Companies 
Act, 1887, unless followed by dividend, and then only to the extent of the 
dividend paid. [here was still an amount due on the shares. The appeal 
would be dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Felix 
Cassel ; Astbury, K.C., and P. M. Walters. Soxscrrors, Morley, Shirreff, ¢ 
o, ; Dollman § Pritchard. 

[Reported by Henny Stepney, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
R MACKAY. MACKAY v. GOULD. Kekewich, J. 2nd, 3rd, 6th, and 
Tth Nov. 


Lecacy—Action to Recovern—Exrress Trust—Impurep Trust—Reau 
Property Liurration Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 8. 

Action. The question in this case was, whether section 8 of the Real 

Property Limitation Act, 1874, was a bar to an action against a personal 


or other proceeding shall be brought to recover any legacy, but 
Within twelve years next after a present right to receive the same shall 

ve accrued to some person capable of giving a discharge for or release 
ofthe same.’”’ ‘The plaintiff was the sole surviving child and beneficiary 





under the will of the testator, dated in 1856. By this will the testator 
appointed his wife Mary Theresa Mackay sole executrix. The testator died 
on the 14th of September, 1856. In 1866 the testator’s widow advanced 
the sum of £31,641 12s. 6d. (substantially the whole of testator’s estate) to 
George Richard Barry on mortgage. In 1867 the action of The Ag. a Bank 
(Limited) v. Barry Lor oar 7. R. H. GL. 135) was commenced, being a 
suit instituted to obtain priority over the said mort . The testator’s 
widow was defendant in that action on behalf of herself and the other 
beneficiaries, and in her answering affidavit she said that the money repre- 
sented trust property. The plaintiff came of age in 1876. During the 
lifetime of the testator’s widow, the plaintiff and the testator’s widow 
divided between them all the estate and property to which they were 
beneficially entitled under the testator’s will. By this arrangement the 
plaintiff received less than the share she was entitled to under the said 
will. By her will, dated the 9th of December, 1882, the testator’s widow 
appointed the defendants her executors and trustees, and divided her 
estate, being part of testator’s estate, between her children other 
than the plaintiff. The plaintiff had full knowledge of this will 
and approved thereof. The testator’s widow died in 1885. The 
plaintiff now claimed that an account be taken of the estate of the 
testator, and that the moneys found to be due to her by such account be 
paid to her by the defendants as executors and trustees of the testator’s 
widow. It was argued for the plaintiff that the testator's widow had not 
given her full information as to her (plaintiff's) rights under the testator’s 
will ; that it was the duty of the testator’s widow to give such information 
(Re Roberts, Roberts v. Roberts, 1905, 1 Ch. 704 ; Brittlebank v. Goodwin, 12 
Sourcrrors’ Journnat 744, L. R. 5 Eq. 545), and that her failure to perform 
this duty amounted to a fraud in law: Thompson v. Eastwood (2 A. O. 215, 
25 W.R. Dig. 341). It was further argued for the plaintiff that the 
testator’s widow by defending the action of Zhe Agra Bank (Limited) v. 
Barry on behalf of herself and the other beneficiaries constituted herself 
an express trustee, and that consequently section 8 was no bar to the 
plaintiff's claim. 

Kexewicn, J.,in giving judgment, said he could see no reason for con- 
verting executors into trustees because they perform their duty by suing 
for cestuis gue trust. To hold otherwise would be contrary to Re Rowe, 
Jacobs v. Hind (58 L. J. Ch. 703, 37 W.R. Dig. 4) and Re Davis, Evans v. 
Moore (35 Sourcrrors’ Journat 624; 1891, 3 Ch. 119. On the other point 
raised he said, following Re Lewis, Lewis v. Lewis (1904, 2 Ch. 656), that 
executors are not beant to fully inform beneficiaries of their rights and 
interests. The claim was barred by statute, and failed.—CounseL, Stewart- 
Smith, K.C., and H. L. Fraser; P.O. Lawrence, K.C., and Christopher 
James. Souicrrons, 7. C. Summerhays ; Trinder, Capron, § Co. 

[Reported by P. Jonx Boxanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


COLEMAN v, COLEMAN. Buckley, J. 11th Nov. 


Practice—Arripavir—Orrice Copy—CiericaL Error—ComParRisoN WITH 
OricinaL—System In Use. 


This case being set down in the cause list for the day to be mentioned, 
Bucxiey, J., made the following statement: This is a motion for 
an injunction, in which an affidavit was read on behalf of the plaintiff. 
The copy read was an office copy, drawn by the solicitors of the 
laintiff. Considerable time was spent by the court in scrutinizing 
it, with the result that I made no order upon the motion, on account 
of the evidence being insufficient. Later in the day Mr. Buckmaster 
informed me that reference had been made to the original affidavit, 
and that the office copy had been found to be incorrect. The copy 
was made by the solicitors, and verified by the officials. I then reheard 
the motion and granted an yea The practice of the office is that, 
if an affidavit exceeds four folios, it is attended to by two writers—one 
reads the copy, and the other follows in the ori ; both of them initial 


the copy. In this case the system was not followed. One writer alone 
read the copy and com it with the original, and did not observe the 
mistake. e initialled and also marked it ‘‘O.P.D.,’’ which shewed that 


the comparison had been done by one writer. The result was that the 
error was not discovered, and that the office copy was wrong. The 
writer must be censured, but I think that the fact that the usual practice 
was not followed is deserving of higher censure. It is no excuse that the 
affidavit was wanted for immediate use. If it is so wanted the original 
affidavit can be brought into court, and then sent back to the office. L 
regret that the practice was not followed in this case, and I hope that more 
care will be exercised in future.—CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Comns- 
Hardy. Soutcrrors, Bramall § White, for Harry 8. Smith, Devizes. The 
defendant did not appear. 

[Reported by Nevitte Tessutr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re GIST. GIST v. TIMBRILL. Swinfen Eady, J. 25th October ; 
7th Nov. 


ApMINisTRATION or Lunatic’s Estare—Sums ADVANCED AS Part or SHARE 
or Next-or-Kin DREN OF Deceasep Next-or-Kin Nor Bounp to 
Account ror Sums so ADVANCED TO A PARENT. 


Adjourned summons. The question raised by this summons was 
whether, in the administration of the estate of Samuel Gist (deceased), a 
person of unsound mind so found, upon the true construction of certain 
orders made in his lunacy and in the events which had happened any 
and what sums advanced and paid under such orders or any of them ought 
to be taken and considered as advanced or paid on account and as part of 
the respective shares of the plaintiff and the defendants respectively or 
any of them in the personal estate of the intestate as his next-of-kin. The 
lunatic died intestate on the 10th of August, 1904, leaving as his next-of-kin 
his brother (who was his administrator and the plaintiff in this summons), 
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his sister, and three nieces, the daughters of another sister, Mrs. Du Pré, 
who had predeceased the intestate. Under lunacy orders made at various 
times since 1874 sums had been paid out from time to time to the 
next-of-kin of Samuel Gist. Some of the orders had directed that the 
sums so advanced were to be taken and considered as part of any share to 
which the next-of-kin might severally become entitled of and in the estate 
of the lunatic at the time of his death, in the event of their surviving him. 
Under such orders Mrs. Du Pré had received sums amounting to £4,640, 
and the main question raised was whether under the Statute of Distribu- 
tions Mrs. Du Pré’s daughters were bound to bring these sums into hotch- 
pot and account for them before taking their share of the estate of the 
intestate. On behalf of the claim that Mrs. Du Pré's children were to bring 
into hotchpot, on the division of the estate of the intestate, the sums advanced 
to their mother under orders of the Court in Lunacy it was contended that, 
under the Statute of Distributions, where the intestate has left a brother 
or sister surviving him, children of a deceased brother or sister stand in 
the place of their parent, and take only the share which their deceased 
parent would have taken if living; that they do not take any share in 
their own right but as ‘‘ legally representing ’’ their parent, and can only 
receive what their parent would have received if living. The order of the 
Lords Justices of the 21st of March, 1874, under which moneys were paid 
to Mrs. Du Pré, had directed that the sums which should be so advanced 
or paid were to be ‘‘ taken and considered as part of any share to which 
Mrs. Du Pré might become entitled of and in the estate of the said Samuel 
Gist, the lunatic, at the time of his decease, in the event of her surviving 
the said lunatic,’’ and had recited.the consent of Mr. and Mrs. Du Pré that 
such sums should be so considered as part of Mrs. Du Pré’s share. 
If Mrs. Du Pré had survived the lunatic she would have had to bring these 
sums into account, and it was argued that, as her children must be taken 
to “legally represent’ her within the meaning of the statute, they could 
only take the share to which she, if living, would have been entitled. On 
behalf of the children of Mrs. Du Pré it was contended, in answer to this, 
that the children took the share to which their parent would have been 
entitled under the statute, and that this could not be affected in any way 
by any bargain made by their parent in her lifetime which was of the 
nature of an alienation of an expectant interest or possibility of succession 
which never ripenéd into actual possession, The payments to Mrs. Du Pré 
were of the nature of payments for maintenance made by a father to a 
child in narrow circumstances, and as between father and child would not 
— been regarded as advancements by portion within the meaning of the 
statute. 

Swinren Eapy, J., in a considered judgment, decided that there was no 
provision in the statute requiring these sums to be brought into hotch- 
pot by the children of Mrs. Du Pré. The order in lunacy had only 
directed them to be brought into account if Mrs. Du Pré survived the 
lunatic, and this event did not happen. Mr. and Mrs. Du Pré could bind 
the interest of the latter if she survived to take a share in the lunatic’s 
estate, but she could no more bind her children on her dying in the life- 
time of the lunatic leaving a surviving brother and sister than she could 
have bound her children in the event of all her brothers and sisters dying 
in the lifetime of the lunatic, and all nephews and nieces taking equal 
shares per capita. In Proud v. Turner (2 P. W. 560) the deceased child 
would have been bound if living to bring into hotchpot under the statute 
the amount of the advancement, and as the child’s issue in that case stood 
in his place and stead, it had been decided that, as they could be in no 
better position than their rege they were bound to bring in the like 
amount. The plaintiff and his sister must bring into account the amounts 
received by them respectively after the order in which they had agreed to 
account on surviving the lunatic, but not the amounts received by them 
before the order of 1874, in which they had first so undertaken. Costs 
of all parties out of the estate,—CounseL, J. K. Young ; Micklem, K.C., and 
Johnston Edwards; Eve, K.C., H. B. Howard, and Gatey. Soxicrrors, 
Routh, Stacey, § Castle ; Bloxam, Ellison, & Co.; Belfrage & Co. 


[Reported by C. H. Canpen Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
BARFOOT ». LEE AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 1st Nov. 


Wru1— Consrruction — Genera Worps—‘ My Sx Corraces AND 
Premises ’’— Cram ny Devisre THat “ Premises ” IncLupep ADJOINING 
Prior or Laxp nor Ornerwise SpeciricaLty Devisep. 


A) of the defendants from a decision of his Honour Judge Wight- 
man Wood sitting at Melton Mowbray County Court in favour of the 
Foner poe The action was brought to recover possession of a piece of 

which had been purchased by the defendants from the plaintiff's 
brother for the purpose of enlarging the schools of which they 
were the trustees. Both parties claimed the property under 
the will of Edward William Garnham, who died in May, 1899, 
the father of the plaintiff. The words upon which the plaintiff relied 
were: ‘I devise my six cottages and premises situate in Church-lane, 
Wymondham, to my daughter.” These six cottages were in two groups 
—four on one side of Church-lane and two on the other. Adjoining the 
two cottages, in one of which the testator himself lived, was a piece of land, 
also his property, on which there was a stable and a building used as a 
coachhouse. Part of the land was used as a common yard for the two 
cottages, and the rest the testator reserved as an orchard or garden ground. 
The question was whether the words ‘‘and premises” covered the land 
in dispute. The testator then proceeded to make certain other devises to 
another daughter and to devise certain specific pieces of land to his son, 
from whom the defendants bought. This son, who was the residuary lega- 
tee, claimed that the land passed to him under the words “ and al o er 





my real estate, if any, not hereby disposed of.’’ It was suggested for the 
defendants that the testator, finding he had omitted to specially devigg 
this piece of land, inserted the words in order to make good the omission; 
while for the plaintiff it was pointed out that this was the only part of the 
testator’s property not specially mentioned, and it was said, therefore, that 
it was intended to pass with the cottages, and that the words ‘“‘all other 
my real estate, if any,’’ were merely added ex majori cautelé. The county 
court judge held that although the word ‘‘ premises ’’ was frequently used to 
mean merely the appurtenances and buildings going with the house, he 
thought in this case that the testator had intended to include in the term 
‘* premises ’’ the whole of the land in dispute as forming part of the 
devise to his daughter, the plaintiff. Therefore the land in question was 
her property, and her brother had no right to take possession of it, as he 
had done under the residuary clause. He accordingly gave judgment for 
the plaintiff for possession of the land and for £2 damages. The defend- 
ants appealed on the ground that on the true construction of the will the 
land in dispute being a separate and independent holding did not pass under 
the term ‘‘ premises”? to the plaintiff, and Read v. Read (15 W. R. 165) 
was cited and relied on. 

Tur Court (Lord Atvenstong, C.J., and Witts and Darurne, JJ.) 
thought that the word ‘‘ premises ’’ was too narrow to include the piece of 
land adjoining the cottages,and there being no direct words pointing to that 
being the intention of the testator, the appeal was allowed with costs and 
leave to appeal refused. 

Nov. 6.—An application for leave to appeal was made to the Court of 
Appeal. After hearing counsel on both sides, 

Cottins, M.R., said the construction to be placed on the words of the 
will on which the plaintiff relied had been carefully considered by the 
Divisional Court He was not at all satisfied that the primé facie point 
made by the plaintiff’s counsel was right, and as the amount involved, 
some £35, was small the court would not interfere in this case. The 
application would be refused. 

Martuew, L.J., concurred. 

Counsel for the defendants asked for the costs of the day. He had 
been served with notice that this ex parte application for leave would 
be made. 

Coutins, M.R.—Yes, I think you are entitled to yourcosts. You had 
notice, and the receipt of that notice gave youa status and enabled you to 
come and be heard.—Counszt, C. B. Marriott ; Shearman, K.C., and Wight- 
man Powers. Soxicrtors, Bilbrough § Plaskitts, for Atter §& Son, Melton 
Mowbray ; Latham, New, § French. 

[Reported by Exsxinz Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


KING v, WILLIAM BARRACLOUGH. C.C.R. 9th Nov. 


Crmiat Law—Deramatory Liber—Orscene Liset—‘‘ Onscenr ”’— 
InpictmEenT, Surrictency or—‘‘To THe Manirest CoRRUPTION OF THE 
Morats or His Magsesty’s Sunsects ”’—Serrinc Our Liset—Law or 
Lise, AMENDMENT Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 64), s. 7. 


Case stated by Jelf, J., on the trial at the Leeds Assizes in August of 
William Barraclough upon an indictment charging him with the publica- 
tion of a deffamatory and obscene libel. The indictment charged that the 
defendant, intending to injure a certain person, unlawfully and 
maliciously did publish a false, scandalous, malicious, and defamatory 
libel in the form of a typewritten document which contained lewd, 
wicked, scandalous, obscene, false, malicious, and defamatory matters to 
the damage of that person, and to the ‘‘ evil example of all others in like 
case offending, and against the peace of our lord the King,’’ There was 
no averment in the indictment that the publication was to the ‘‘ manifest 
corruption of the morals of his Majesty’s subjects.’’ It was objected 
on behalf of the defendant that the indictment was bad on the 
ground that so far as it purported to charge the publication of a defamatory 
libel it did not set out the words of the alleged libel. The case of Kingv. 
Bradlaugh (3 Q. B. D. 607) was cited in support. The judge upheld the 
objection, and held that in so far as the indictment purported to charge a 
defamatory libel it failed. It was then objected that the indictment, s0 
far as it alleged the publication of an obscene libel (although for this 
purpose the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888, s. 7, made it unnecessary 
to set out in the indictment the obscene passages) was bad by reason of 
the omission of the words ‘‘ to the manifest corruption of the morals of his 
Majesty’s subjects.”” The judge overruled this objection, holding that the 
term obscene connoted that the libel tended to the corruption of morals, 
The jury found the defendant guilty, and he was sentenced to one year’s 
imprisonment, the sentence to be respited until after the decision of 
this case. Counsel for the defendant contended that an essential part of 
the offence was that it tended to corrupt public morals, and therefore 
the intent must form part of the indictment, which as a matter of fact was 
the common practice: Q. v. Hicklin (L. R. 3 Q. B. 360). A publication 
may be obscene without being an offence. The indictment was intended 
as one of defamatory libel, and being obviously bad as such, the prosecu- 
tion attempted to interpret it as a good indictment for an obscene libel. 
Counsel for the prosecution submitted that the. words ‘‘ unlawful and 
malicious ’’ in the indictment were an averment that the publication was 
unlawfully obscene—that is to say, obscene as tending to corrupt public 
morals. Moreover, the word obscene itself connoted a tending to the 
corruption of public morals. There was a presumption of law that an 
obscene publication would corrupt morals, and there being a presumption 
it was not strictly necessary to set it out. 

Tux Court (Lord Atvexrsrong, 0.J., and Wiis, Dantina, Watton, and 
Jeter, JJ.) confirmed the conviction, 


Lord Atvexrsrong, O.J.—I have no doubt in this case, although I think * 


my brother Jelf was put in a difficult position by reason of the form of the 
indictment. In order to avoid any difficulty it would be better that the 
indictment should contain the common avermente that its publication was 
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“to the manifest corruption of the morals of his Majesty’s subjects.” 
The question we have to consider is whether there was sufficient allegations 
to justify the case being tried as the publication of an obscene libel. ‘The 
indictment alleges the publication was ‘‘ malicious and unlawful,’ and 
that it contained ‘‘lewd, wicked . . . to the evil example of all others 
in the like case offending.’’ I think Jelf, J., would have been wrong in 
not leaving it to the jury. It may be tested in this way: Assuming it to 
pean indictment for an obscene libel and the words to be set out in the 
indictment, so that the judge and jury could see for themselves that the 
plication was to the manifest corruption of public morals, could the 
have withdrawn the case because there was no averment to that 

effect in the indictment? I am therefore of the opinion that embarrassing 
as this count was in one sense, it was impossible for the judge to stop 


case. 
Wuts, Dartine, Watton, and Jetr, JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Atkinson, 
K.C., and Palmer; Waugh, K.C., and Compston. Soxicrrors, Arthur 
Willey, Leeds ; Peckover § Scriven, Leeds. 
[Reported by Maurice N. Drucaqusr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


FOWLER »v. CRIPPS. Div. Court. 8th Nov. 


MercnanpisE Marxs—Fatsz Trapeze Descriptron—MeErcHanpise Marks 
Act (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 28). 


This was an appeal from the decision of the justices of Tunbridge Wells, 
and raised an interesting point on the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887. It 
ap) from the case that the appellant was charged on the 12th of 
December, 1904, with having on the Ist of September, 1904, sold certain 

called Glauber salts, to which a false trade description, ‘‘soda crystals,’’ 
was applied, contrary to the provisions of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887. 
The following facts were proved before the magistrate: The appellant is 
aretail oilman, and on the Ist of September, 1904, he sold to a traveller for 
Brunner, Mond, & Co. (Limited) a hundredweight of soda described as soda 
crystals. This was analyzed and found to contain sodacrystals or crystallized 
carbonate of soda mixed with Glauber salt or crystallized sulphate of 
soda in some samples to the extent of 64 per cent. and in other samples 
aslow as 18 per cent., the difference being stated to arise from the fact 
that the carbonate of soda and the sulphate of soda being separately pro- 
duced were mechanically mixed together subsequent to their manufacture, 
and consequently in any sample there might be more of one sort than of 
the other. Carbonate of soda and sulphate of soda are two out of many salts 
of sodium mentioned in the British Pharmacopcea, and are both usually 
prepared and sold in a crystallized form. The process of crystallization 
is the same in both cases. The result is a chemical combination 
ina crystallized form of about 35 per cent. of carbonate of soda or sulphate 
of soda, as the case may be. Carbonate of soda is produced by various 
sses, and one of such processes, being that employed by Messrs. 
Brunner, Mond, & Co., is known as the ammonia process. ‘Che crystallized 
carbonate of soda prepared by this process contains a small proportion of 
carbonate of soda, added for the purpose of hardening the crystals. There 
are other processes known as the Leblanc and Pernkoff processes. Carbonate 
of soda in the crystallized form, and not containing more than 2 per 
cent. of sulphate of soda, is the commodity commonly known as washing 
soda for domestic purposes, and is usually! described as ‘‘ soda crystals.’’ 
This description is not applied to sulphate of soda nor usually to carbonate 
of soda containing more than 2 per cent. of sulphate of soda. All the 
Witnesses who gave evidence were without exception analytical manu- 
facturing chemists. The market value of peor ee | carbonate of soda 
is about double that of Glauber salt or crystalli sulphate of soda. 
Sulphate of soda or Glauber salt has no detergent qualities, but 
in appearance is exactly like carbonate of soda. The magistrates 
held that soda crystals meant ordinary washing soda and that 
that article consisted of crystallized carbonate of soda containing 
not more than 2 per cent. of sulphate of soda or Glauber salts, 
and that it was a false trade description when applied to the mixture of 
crystallized carbonate of soda and crystallized sulphate of soda as sold by 
the appellant, and they accordingly convicted the appellant. On behalf of 
the appellant it was contended that crystallized soda and soda crystals 
Were the same, and that where the description is true with regard to the 
material of which two or more things are composed, it could not become 
afalse description as regard to any of them, and this compound did in 
fact consist of soda crystals, which was a genuine name. For the 
int it was contended that the finding of the justices was correct. 
ug Court (Lord Atverstone, 0.J., and Wits, J., Darurne, J., dis- 
senting) upheld the finding of the magistrates and dismissed the appeal. — 
Oounset, Boasey and H. M. Finch; D. M. Kerly; Sw B. Carson, 8.G., 
and Sutton. Sorscrrors Neve, Beck, § Kirby; Leesmith, Munby, § Neville ; 
Wolicitor to the Board of Trade 
{Reported by Auan Hoa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
BA SOLICITOR. Ex parte INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 10th Nov. 


Souicrrok — Proresstonat Muisconpucr — Mistaken AUTHORITY AS TO 
Investing Cxiren’s Monsy—Money Lenr at a Hien Rate or INTEREST 
—QuvursrionaBLe Securrry—ImrrupEence—No Evipenczg Tuat He Lent 
THE Monry ror ANY Personat Gar. 


The committee reported in this case that the solicitor for the complainant, 
Swidow lady, lent to another client without her knowledge or authority a 
sim of money belonging to her upon a security which he must have known 
Wasan improper security ; that in an action brought against him to recover 
the amount he had put in an affidavit falsely stating that in lending the £400 
he had acted on the complainant’s instructions, and that only under stress of 





the present proceedings had he paid the money to the complainant. The 
ph.» amy Bs these findings, found the respondent guilty of professional 
misconduct. For the respondent it was submitted that the committee had 
taked too serious a view of the respondent’s conduct. It a d that 
while acting as solicitor for the complainant he received on her beualf a 
sum of £500, which was secured on a policy of her husband’s life, and was 
payable on his death to the complainant. The charge made against the 
solicitor was that he concealed from the complainant the fact that he 
had received it, whereas in fact she was fully aware it had been paid him. 
She had told him to lend it at a high rate of interest, if he had an oppor- 
tunity, until a good and permanent investment could be found. He had 
lent it to a friend at the rate of £10 per cent. interest per month, believing 
that the borrower was able to and would repay it in a short time. It was 
absurd to say that the rate of interest was £120 per cent. per annum, 
any more than to say that a pawnbroker got over 200 per cent. 
when he advanced a shilling for a week. No doubt the respondent 
had been guilty of imprudence, but there was no finding of personal 
dishonesty. He believed he had general authority from the com- 
plainant to make such a loan. Theentry in his books pointed to it having 
been made for his client. There was nothing to shew but that had the 
interest and capital been repaid, the whole of the interest would have been 
handed to the complainant. It was therefore not a case of “‘ self-profit. 
He had since repaid the whole of the capital sum advanced. 

Lord Atversronr, C.J., said he thought the solicitor had gone very near 
the line in this case, and that his conduct called for an explanation, but 
possibly the respondent believed that he had gpa authority than he in 
fact had. Now that the court had heard the respondent’s, explanation 
they were able to take a more lenient view, and they thought justice would 
be met by ordering him to pay the costs of the inquiry and of this court. 

Wis and Daruine, JJ., concurred. Order accordingly.—CounseL, 
Hollams ; Foote, K.C., and Macoun. Soxscitor, 8. P. B. Bucknill. 

[Reported by Erskine Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


Solicitor Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 
Nov. 10.—Crartes Gostz Cuampron, Eastbourne. 








Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 


FURTHER BEPORT OF EXAMINATION COMMITTEE AS TO 
ACCOUNTS AND BOOK-KEEPING. 


The Council on the 12th of May, 1905, adopted a report of the Examina- 
tion Committee recommending that book-keeping and accountancy should 
be restored as a subject of examination, and on the 7th of July, 1905, a 
further report of the committee was adopted dealing with details and 
recommending that the examination should not be made of too elaborate 
a character. On the 7th of July, 1905, the Council passed a regulation 
under section 6 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, adding * accounts and book- 
keeping ’’ as a subject of the Intermediate Examination, and at the same 
time they issued, before the end of July, in accordance with the same 
regulation, a notice that the subjects of examination in the year 1906 
would be—Stephen’s Commentaries (14th ed.) (except Book VI.); and 
Hawkins’ Book-keeping : The Principles and Practice of Double Entry. 
The committee think that some further explanation may be useful as 
regards the manner in which it is proposed to deal with the subject of 
accounts and book-keeping. The examination will occupy two hours on 
the second day of the Intermediate Examination, and the first examina- 
tion will be held on the 16th of January, 1906. The questions will be 
founded on the prescribed book. The first object in view is that articled 
clerks should acquire an adequate knowledge of the elementary principles 
of book-keeping generally. At the same time there is, of course, no wish 
to offer any discouragement to students or teachers who may be able to go 
more rte & into the subject, provided that the time of the articled — 
is not unduly absorbed, to the prejudice of their law reading, and provide 
still more that their practical training in the actual work of the office 
in which they are articled is not prejudiced. What is to be aimed at 
is an appreciation of the ends to which book-keep processes are 
directed, so that in subsequent practice balance-sheets an profit and loss 
accounts may be grasped and more clearly understood, but not that the 
student should be led to think that the assistance of a professional 
accountant can be dispensed with. Book-keeping and accounts enter into 
almost every branch of a solicitor's ages a e is at a disadvan 
if he is in ignorance of the subject. It will be observed that - 
prescribed book does not deal at all with solicitors’ book-keeping, cr wi 
the keeping and presentment of trust and executorship accounts. The nr 

rtance of these branches of the general subject is fully appreciated, ~ 
it is hoped that in a short time menne mey be Sound fue ae .o 
simple manner the elementary principles w: ich should regulate them. 
regards the keeping of a sohicitor’s own books, an intelligent soqennone 
with the principles of commercial book-keeping will supply - Pe 
that is dmc | to attain the object in view—viz., a simple rere 
enabling the solicitor to see how at any moment his accounts ae > 
his clients and as his own earnings and expenditure. a o 
subject of trust and executorship accounts the committee -_ 
find any satisfactory existing text-book, nor any text-book a 
the method of taking accounts in the Chancery Division, . + 
ruptcy, and in the Companies Wi -up mcg » Which 
might usefully be comprised in a text- for the use articled 
clerks. For the present, therefore, the examination does not 
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either solicitors’ book-keeping or the keeping and preparation of executor- 
ship and trust accounts. The committee have had under their notice a 
number of books, some containing numerous examples of exercises and 
examination questions. They have prepared a list of such books, and a 
print of it can be obtained on application at the office of the society. The 
committee made inquiries among the universities and public institutions 
in England which teach and examine in book-keeping and accounts, as 
regards the subjects which they include and as to text-books in use, and 
received replies from a large number of such institutions. The committee 
also inquired into the practice as regards book-keeping in Scotland. They 
are informed that the greater part of the education of solicitors in Scotland 
is, by virtue of the Law Agents (Scotland) Act, 1873, under the charge of 
the board of examiners, who admit to practice annually upwards of one 
hundred solicitors under regulations issued by the Court of Session, and 
that the board attaches great importance to book-keeping as a subject for 
preliminary education. It prescribes an intermediate examination in four 
subjects of a preliminary character, of which book-keeping is alone com- 
pulsory for all candidates. The examination is on the lines of the higher 
school-leaving certificate of the Scottish Education Department, con- 
ducted by the Scottish Education Department, Dover House, Whitehall, 
London. Their annual reports can be obtained of Messrs. Eyre & 
Spottiswoode. No text-book is prescribed. The regulations and examina- 
tion papers are published. The apprentice writers to the signet also 
pass an examination in book-keeping before entering on apprenticeship. 
Graduates in arts are, however, exempt and do not study book-keeping 
with a view to graduation. About two-thirds of the apprentice writers to 
the signet pass an examination in book-keeping. The practice of the 
Society of Writers to the Signet is not regarded as of great importance, as 
the number of apprentice writers to the signet does not average twenty 
per annum. 





United Law Society. 


The annual meeting was held on the 6th of November, Mr. W. 8. 
Sherrington in the chair. The minutes of the last meeting were read and 
confirmed ; the annual report and accounts were received and adopted ; 
the following officers of the society were elected for the ensuing year: 

i , Mr. A. H. Richardson; vice-chairman, Mr. J. W. Weigall; 
secretary, Mr. H. P. Ellitt; treasurer, Mr. J. Wylie; reporter, Mr. H. C. 
Bickmore. Committee, other than ez officio members: Messrs. H. Dale 
Double, P. Aylen, Cox Sinclair, and Neville Tebbutt. Auditors, Messrs. 
C. C. Elliman and W. 8. Clayton Green. 

On the 13th of Noveutber the following gentlemen were duly elected 
members of the society: Messrs. Sydney Edwards, Trevor Edwards, 
and Arthur Sibett. The society discussed a point of law and practice, 
propounded by Mr. Bickmore, which was subsequently referred to the 
chairman for discussion, when, upon the motion of Mr. Aylen, seconded 
by Mr. Richardson, it was resolved that the house be adjourned until 
next Monday, the 20th, when the discussion will take place upon the 
proposition, proposed by Mr. Jolly, and opposed by Mr. Richardson, 
“* That the decision of the Court of Appeal in Longman v. The Bath Electric 
Tramways (1905, 1 Ch. 646) was wrong.”’ 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Bresincuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 4.—Mr. F. H. Gardner 
Tyndall in the chair.—The subject for debate was: “The Jupiter 
Exploration Co. inserts in a newspaper an advertisement of an abridged pro- 

inviting the public to subscribe for shares. The advertisement is 
headed, abridged prospectus,’ and it also contains an express notice that 
propectuses can be obtained at the offices of the company. A shareholder 
applies for shares on this advertisement, which are duly allotted to him, 
and subsequently he discovers that the ‘ abridged prospectus’ materially 
differs from the prospectus. Has the shareholder any remedy against 
(a) the directors personally; (+) the company?” Mr. J. B. Fitch 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. G. M. Bark, B.A., in the negative. The 
following also spoke: Mesers. H. 8. Hall, 8. Morris, J. J. Pritchard, 
C. G. Thompson, A. J. Gateley, J. H. Gold, LL.B., T. H. Cleaver. After the 
leaders on both tides had replied, the chairman summed up, and the voting 
resulted as follows: That the sharehelders had a remedy against the 
directors: Affirmative, 16; negative 4. That he had a remedy against 
the company: Affirmative 10, negative 8. After a hearty vote of thanks 
to the chairman the proceedings terminated. 








Seventy-six students will, says the Globe, begin next Friday to tread the 
path that leads to the Wooleack. A remarkable feature of ‘ Call Night” 
this term wil) be the extremely small number of “‘ calls’ at Lincoln’s-inn. 
The Lord Chief Justice, who will remain the treasurer of the inn until the 
11th of January, will welcome only five students to the bar. At the 
Inner Temple there will be thirty ‘‘ calls,” at the Middle Temple twenty- 
four, and at Gray’s-inn seventeen. 

The manuscript of Beda super Canticum Canticorum, which was 
stolen from Gray’s-inn Library, was found on Friday in last week by a 
labourer employed in the building of new common and lecture rooms in 
South -equare. He put pat ee aside for the moment and at his dinner 
hour opened the parcel and discovered the missing Beda wrapped in a 
copy of a new - The manuscript and the newspaper were Poth uite 
dry. The printed copy of The Maske of Flowers ted 1614, which 
has also been stolen from the library, has not been found. 





——— 


The Presentation to Lord 
Dunboyne. 


A very interesting ceremony took place in the Masters’ Library at the 
Royal Courts of Justice on Tuesday afternoon, when Lord Dunboyne, the 
King’s Remembrancer and Senior Master of the King’s Bench Division, 
was presented by about fifty of the clerks of the Central Office with y 
handsome silver rose-bowl as a token of their affectionate regard and 
esteem on his retirement from office, after having held the post ofa 
Common Law Master for nearly thirty-one years, during the last four of 
which he has been the Senior Master of the Division. 

Mr. Sreincer, who made the presentation, said: ‘‘My lord, I 
have been deputed by my colleagues to ask your acceptance 
of a present from us all on your retirement from the position of 
Senior Master of the Supreme Court and King’s Remembrancer, 
The wish to meet you here before you left us was a desire of 
spontaneous and general growth. It did not have its origin in any one indi- 
vidual or in any; one department. The desire had no relation to your 
public duties of a judicial nature nor to your duties as a member of the 
House of Lords—it was a personal feeling entertained by the clerks 
towards you personally. The feeling has grown in our minds that, in all 
matters affecting our separate personal interests and our collective interests 
as a body, we could confidently look to you for justice without favour, 
My lord, itis a great thing after all these years, during which we have 
passed through a period when we were a heterogeneous body having many 
conflicting interests and claims among ourselves, and have become a homo- 
geneous body on a single line of promotion ; and considering the many 
complex questions which have had to be decided during this period of 
transition, it is a great thing, I repeat, to be able to say that that feeling 
of confidence has remained unshaken through it all. And, my lord, last 
but not least of the causes of our wish to mark this occasion has been 
your courtesy and kindness to those of us who have been brought per- 
sonally in contact with you. In such a large office as this it must often 
happen that one or another of us has to ask some indulgence from his 
official chief from various causes. On all such occasions we have all met 
more than mere official courtesy at your hands. In asking you to accept 
this present we ask you to do so as evidence of our feeling that in losing 
you we are losing a friend, and also in testimony of our earnest wish that 
you may enjoy a long life, with health and happiness, during your time 
of freedom from official duties in the Supreme Court."’ 

Mr. Srrincer then read the inscription on the bowl, which was as 
follows: ‘‘ Presented to the Right Hon. Robert St. John Fitz Walter, 
Baron of Dunboyue, by the clerks in the Central Office of the Supreme 
Court as a token of their appreciation of his invariable kindness and his 
zealous regard for their interests. 14th November, 1905.’ 

Mr. Vizarp remarked that he desired heartily to second all that Mr. 
Stringer had said, and dwelt upon the great and deserved popularity of 
Lord Dunboyne with all the officials. Mr. Vizard also referred to the fact 
that his lordship was the last survivor of the masters who were attached to the 
old Common Law Courts previous to their merger in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and in this connection he remarked that, both as regards 
masters and clerks, a far larger proportion of ‘‘ survivals ’’ belonged to the 
Exchequer than to the Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas ; the last four 
surviving masters—namely, Masters Walton, Johnson, George Pollock, 
and now Lord Dunboyne, had all been Exchequer Masters. Mr. Vizard cone 
cluded by expressing an earnest desire that the consciousness that Lord 
Dunboyne had inspired in them such strong sentiments of regard, 
gratitude, and affection towards himself would be an ingredient in the 
cup of happiness which they all hoped would be his for many long years 
to come. 

Lord Dunsoyng, in a few well-chosen and heartfelt sentences, said he 
accepted the very handsome gift presented to him with great pleasure, and 
remarked that he should take it to Ireland with him, where it would 
remain an heirloom in his family. He also said that during his long 
tenure of office he had received many kindnesses at the hands of all the 
officials with whom he came into contact, and that he was amply repaid 
for anything he had done by finding that he had succeeded in gaining 
their affection and esteem. 

The proceedings then terminated. 

Masters Archibald, Wilberforce, and Day were also present on the 
occasion. 

Lord Dunboyne, then the Hon, Robert Butler, was appointed to the old 
Court of Exchequer by Chief Baron Kelly in November, 1874. 








We are informed that on Wednesday, being the grand day of Michaelmas 
term at Gray’s-inn, the treasurer (Sir Arthur Collins, K.O.) and the 
masters of the bench entertained at dinner the following guests : The Right 
Hon. the Viscount Selby, the Right Hon, T.|F’, Halsey, M.P., the Right Hon, 
Sir Arthur Wilson, K.C.I.E., the Hon. Mr. Justice Walton, the Hon. Mr, 
Justice Bargrave Deane, Sir Frederick Treves, Bart., G.O.V.O., Sit 
Alexander Mackenzie, Mus. Doc., LL.D., Sir Edward Letchworth, the 
Common Serjeant of London, Mr. Felix Schuster, the Master of the 
Armourers’ and Braziers’ oe ee Mr. O. F. Moberly Bell, Mr. W. 5. 
Gilbert, and Mr. E. F Knight. he benchers present in addition to the 
treasurer were Mr. Henry Ciriffith, His Honour Judge Bowen Rowlands, 
K.0., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. J. Mulligan, K.C., Mr. Mattinson, K.C, 
Mr. O. A. Russell, K.0., Mr. Mon Lush, K.C., Mr. Reader Harris, 
K.0., Mr. Edward Dicey, O.B., Mr. Barnard, K.O., and Mr. Edward 
Clayton, with the Preacher, the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, M.A, 
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brethren on the bench had shrunk—from approving of the Act, be cause 
it did tend to convict the guilty. While, in the first instance, its main 
operation had been to enable, or help to enable, innocent people to get off 
when they were innocent, he did not think it was against the A ct *hat it 
had also operated to convict those who were guilty. The experience of 
those who had tried cases under this law and under the old law in England 
and in the colonies, and in countries where the same kind of criminal 
jurisdiction prevailed, was overwhelmingly in favour of this Act. Nor did 
he believe, as had been suggested, that any judge ever told the jury that 
any presumption was to be drawn from the fact that the prisioner did not 
go into the box ; although, of course, it was proper comment, if the evidence 
was overwhelming or serious against the prisoner, to point out that no 
explanation had been given. There was one class of cases, and one only, 
in which the Act required watching, he referred to sexual cases ; and this 
arose, not so much from the Act itself as from a sort of rude chivalry that 
prevailed even among men who were not amenable to high feelings—the 
real defence in a great many of these cases being consent. 


Nov. 18, 1905. 


———_ 
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Obituary. 


Mr. J. B. Braithwaite. 


We regret to announce the death, on Wednesday last, of Mr. Joseph 
Bevan Braithwaite, well known to older practitioners as an expert convey- 
ancer. Mr. Braithwaite was a Westmorland man and a member of a 
family long connected with the Society of Friends, of which society he was 
aleading member. He was called to the bar so long ago as 1843, and in 
the course of his lengthened career as a conveyancer he saw the methods of 
his art revolutionized. He had for many years an exceilent practice, and 
his opinions were much valued. He was a sound lawyer, and, like others 

lord, I of bis creed, a good and persistent fighter with the peaceful weapon of the 
ceptance pen. Several years ago he retired from practice and survived to the 
sition of patriarchal age of eighty-seven years. 


abrancer, Mr. T. W. Browning. 


desire of 

one indi- ’ 3 Pah 

. to your The death is announced of Mr. Thomas Worledge Browning, solicitor, of 

r of the Bradford, Yorkshire, at the age of sixty-five years. He was articled to the 

e clerks late Mr. Bickers, of Tadcaster, and was admitted in 1869, and had practised 
at Bradford ever since. He had a good practice, and his death is much 

lamented. 
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Legal News. 

: : Monday, Nov.... 4 Mr. Theed 

Changes in Partnerships. ne nd “Ss Gale } A as 
Dissolutions. Tw Cue 


Theed 
C F K d Ronerr A D li ual 

HARLES FrepeRick KENNEDY an BERT Aveustus Danvers, solicitors . ; . Mr. Justi 
(Kennedy, Danvers, & Co.), 13 and 14, Abchurch-lane, King William-street, . _— oe Eapy. Waramerox. 
__—lliasee i[@asstte, Nov. 14. v2) Mr. Pemberton Mr. King Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach 

21 Jackson Theed 
Beal Farmer 
Beal Greswell 
Carrington Church 


Emercency Appsat Court 
Rota. No. 2. 





General. 


Seventy-seven actions have, says the Daily Mail, been commenced 
against the Lincoln Corporation, as a result of the typhoid epidemic, 
damages being claimed in consequence of the supply of impure water. 











In responding to the toast of ‘‘The Judges”? at the Mansion House 
banquet, Mr. Justice Bigham is reported to have said that judges of 
England failed at times because they were men, but then there ‘‘ was an 
antidote for that, for there were the super-men in the House of Lords to 
put them right.” 
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The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Interest, Lire Poriclss, axp Suares. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxrietp held their usual Restnighty Bale (No. 799) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following lots were sold at the prices named. 

REVERSIONS : 
To £3,400... eee eee - ose ove ove ove 
To £1,822... za on as - 
2 eae Cg ae 
LIFE INTEREST in £110 per annum, with covering Policy 
POLICIES: 
For £1,000 ae . . » 
SHARES: National Dwellings Society, Limited 


The Old Bailey frontage of the new City Courts is, says the Daily Graphic, 
to be ornamented with sculpture groups, which have been entrusted to 
Mr. F. W. Pomeroy, a sculptor whose name and whose work are already 
well known, A sum of £3,000 has been set aside for the sculpturing, and 
it is said that sixty tons of stone will be used for the allegorical figures. 


oo oe 


Going down Chesapeake Bay on an excursion when the wind was fresh 
and the white-caps tumultuous, Judge Hall, of North Carolina, says the 
Central Law Journal, became terribly sea-sick. ‘‘ My dear Hall, said Chief 
Justice Waite, who was one of the party, and who w&s as comfortable as 
an old sea-dog, ‘‘ can I do anything for you? Just suggest what you 
wish.” ‘* I wish,’’ groaned the sick jurist, ‘‘that your honour would 
overrule this motion.”’ 
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A characteristic and conclusive indication of the present temper of 
Frenchmen on the question of patriotism is, says the Zimes Paris corre- 
spondent, furnished in the fate that has befallen M. Gustave Hervé, the 
well-known Socialist apostle of peace at any price. M. Hervé recently 
made a formal application to be admitted to the Paris bar. The decision 
of the Council of the Order is that ‘‘ by persistent provocation to acts 
which fall under the application of the mal low, and which are reproved 
by the universal conscience, M. Hervé has personally debarred himself 
from access to a profession the first duty of which consists in respect to and 
observation of the laws.”’ 


_ Lord Alverstone presided, on Monday last, at a moot held by the Gray’s- 
ian Moot Society, and made some remarks on the Criminal Evidence Act, 
1898. He said it had been suggested that practically the Act compelled a 
prisoner to give evidence, whether he liked it or not, and that it enabled 
& prosecuting counsel to eke out in cross-examination a case he could not 
makein chief. If he thought the Act had that effect, or would tend to 
induce the bar of England to act on such a principle, strong advocate as 
he was for the Act, he should be one of its strongest opponents. From his 
experience of five years on the bench and his experience for a good many 
before, he was satisfied that the Act had not that effect. He 

and believed that the principle of English law which had existed 

for centuries was as clearly recognized in our courts to-day as it was in 
er times, that every person was assumed to be innocent until he was 
proved to be guilty, and that the prosecution has to make out 
their case ; _ if there was not sufficient evidence to go to the 
jury, there was no obligation of any sort or kind on the prisoner 
to make any statement at all. He believed that to be a funda- 
Mental rule of British criminal law which distinguished it from the 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasstte.—Faipay, Nov. 10. . 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuwirep m CHaNncEry. 


Boxvaes et Cre, Linrrep - Petn for winding presented Nov 3, directed to be heard 
Nov 21. Giddins, Abchurch House, Sherborne In, solor for petner. Notice of 
must reach the ews ed not 1 6 — in the afternoon i _ a iain 
D. Meuia & Co, Limrep (ix Voturrany LigvipaTion ON SALE 0 - 
Creditors are required, on or before Dec 11, to send their names and addresses, and the 
ioulars of their Gute of dain, Ean Melia, 31, Devoashire st, Manchester. 
ixon & Co, ester, zs 
Empire Intensirizp Gasiiert Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 9, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C 
uired, on or 
ir debts or 


Houghton Brown, 36, Victoria st : 
Heayxe Bay Sreamsoat Co, Limrsp (tx_Liguipatriox)—Creditors are 
before Deo 18, to send ir names the 
ee ein teen 
, solors for i 
J Soanens & Co, teow Creditors eno sequel, on or before Dee 9, to their names 
gad oldeenee, endl the pariodon of debts or claims, to Arthur BE Preston, 65, 
London wall. Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for liquidator ‘ 
J A Hanny & Co, Lauren - Peta for winding presented Nov f, directed to be heard 
prmt, solors petners. Notice of appearing must 
6 o’clook in the afternoon of Nov 20 
uired, on or before Deo 9, to send their 
their byes ted claims, to William Nicholsoa, 
12, Wood st, Chea Co, solors uidator 
la trox)—Creditors are required, om or 
Meese toned eke tase ae seu ot ar ew 
claims, to 
Moers @areize Tueartne Co, Lixrrap —Creditors are uired, on or before Dee 27, to 
their names and yr yt of debts or claims, to Alfred 
The | = i to send their names and 





criminal law of some other countries, and it was because it was onggeted 
that the effect of the Act being passed would be to break down old 
and just system that he had watched as carefully as he could ever since 
What its working had been. He did not shrink—as he knew some of his 


a or before Deo 
. ol ee ile a eae vo claim to James Hutchinson, 18, 
Eldon st. Carter & Barber, Eldon st, solors for lig 
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James Greenyer and Arthur Stubbs, 26, rd, Worthing 
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Zouvranp Rariway Co, Liwitrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dee 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
. to C W R Swinhoe, 18, St Swithin’s In. Bischoff & Co, Gt Winehester st, solors for 
liquidator 
London Gazette-—Turspay, Nov. 14. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luonrep tx CHancery. 


Moort & Owen, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Nov 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Mason Daffern, 
Economic chmbrs, Little Park st, Coventry. Pridmore, Coventry, solor for liquidator 

Moror Omxtsus Taust, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Lamb Symon, 
65, London wall 

Watvorr Syypicatz, Limirep - Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to send their 
names and addre:ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Frederick 
Wild, 23, Broad st av. Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for liquidator 

Wootwica anv Soutn-East Lonpon Tramways Co, Liairep - Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Lewis Breedon Linnett, 42, Poultry. Hutchison & Cuff, Chancery In, solors 
for liquidators 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, Nov. 10. 


Huenes, Witt1am Paice, Worcester, Solicitor Dec 12 Boulter vy Hughes, Joyce, J 
Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pryor, Guy Fraxcis, Grand Bassam, Ivory Coast, West Africa Dec12 Carter and Bell 
v Pryor, Farwell and Swinfen Eady, JJ Tucker, Ashburton 


London Gazevie,—Turspay, Nov. 14. 


Hvumpsrysoy, James, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler Nov 30 Hollins v Davis, 
Farwell, J Stanier-Jones, Dudley 

Scuorey, Wit.1aM &cHoey, Eastoft, York,Farmer Dec 23 Dymond v Cundall, Swinfen 
Eady, J Cundall, Crowle 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct. 31. 
Assumeen, Tense, Rochdale, Mineral Water Manufacturer Nov 30 Brierley & Hudson, 


e 
Asppenx, Mary Ayn, Bamber Bridge, Lancs Noy 25 Woodcock, Bamber Bridge 
Barcey, Atpert Epwarp, Stoneygate, Leicester, Artist Nov 21 Douglas, Northampton 
Baxer. Hareietr, Bath Bec9 Simmons & Co, Bath 
Bat, Jous, Hoylake, Che-ter, Hotel Proprietor Dec7 Kent & Holroyd, Liverpool 
Brgcuey, Harry, Liverpool, Estate Agent Nov10 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Berke.ey, -- eagea ILL, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Grocer Nov 27 Beale & Co, 
gham 
Botox, Hexry Wit.ram, Itchen, Hants Nov2i Sherwin, Portsmouth 
BerckyeE., Samvet, Brierley Hill, Staffs Nov 27 Jobson & Marshali, Dudley 
Bricat, Wit.tam, Sheffield Dec9 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Camesect, Marcarer O.ympra, Morden, Surrey Decl Pow-ll & Skues, Essex st, Strand 
Cuiurseasuck, Stepuenx, G oucester Dec 10 Franklin & Jones, Glouccster 
Cooper, Mary Anse, Saltley, Birmingham Dec 4 Rolla:on, Birmingham 
Corsoutp, Epwakp Henry, Victoria rd, Keasington, Artist Dec 1 Corbould-Ellis & 
Mitchell, Clements In, Lombard st 
Frecpixe, Kate, Pinfold rd, Streatham Nov 30 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Fisure, Evtex, Pemberton, Wigan Dec31 Graham, Wigan 
Fow.er, Mary Jaye, Lewes Nov 30 Hillman, Lewes 
Gricarist, Joux Rovert, Spen, Durham, Mining Engineer Nov 30 Cooper & Goodger, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Git, Joszrn, Netherton, Dudley Novi1l Hooper & Fai: biirn, Dudley 
Heaerievp, Exviza Axx, Kingston upon Hull Decl Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 
Matsstoxs, Water, Iron Acton, Glos, Hay Dealer Dec6 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
Mawnvey, Taomas, Blackpool Nov 30 Sprake, Accrington 
Must, Tuomas, Waltham Cross, Herts Dec9 Paines & Co, St Helen’s pl 
a, a Lessiie, Alnwick, Northumberland, Chemist Dec 8 Hindmarsh, 
wic 


Oaxxey, Haneiet Ex1za, Prince of Wales Mans, Battersea Dec 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury 
ci 


reus 
Ovrrau, Sauver, West Kirby, Chester Dec8 Monkhouse & Dixon, Liverpool 
Parugr, Eutcy Georcina, Clifton, Bristol Dec 28 Roberts, Newport, Mon 
Puat.uirs, ALsert, Nottingham, Photographer Nov 3) Kay, Nottingham 
Patties, Tuomas, Baldhu, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Farm Labourer Dee 6 Paige & Grylls, 


Redruth 
dene” waa Groror Scorr, Pembury, Kent, Dec2 Upperton & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
8 
Pisper, Emma, Oldham Nov 2 Chadwick, Oldhan 
Proms, Ropext, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Pig Dealer Nov 30 Grimwade & Co, Hadleigh, Suffolk 


Bosixsos, James, Higher Tranmere, Birkenhead Nov 20 Newman & Olley, Liverpool 
Rosixsos, Saran, Higher Tranmere, Birkeahead Nov 20 Newman & Olley, Liverpool 


Shey Sees Batt, Belstone, Devon, Farmer Nov 3) Burd & Co, Okehampton, 
von 
Surneounr, a Right Hon Emity Baroness, Hyde pk gate Dec 19 Hollams & Co, 


n 
Stone, Mantua Sanan Kisreicn, Bampton, Oxford Nov 28 Ravenors, Bampton, Oxon 
Surtos, Witiiam Bovews, Blythe Bridge, Staffs Dec6 Blagg & Co, Cheadle, Staffs 
Swatwe.., Joux, Manchester Novy 27 stott, Manchester 


Tomas, Davin, West Cross,Glam Dec 9 Thomas, Cambrian pl, Swansea 
Wisrer, Wittiam Hexay, Midhurst, Sussex Nov 30 Johnson & Clarence, Midhurat 
Yartzs, Joux, Bamber Bridge, Lancs Nov 25 Woodcock, Bamber Bridge 


London Gazette.— Furvay, Nov, 3. 
AsmetnoxG, Evizanern, Withdeane, Brighton Dec 2 Hunter & Haynes, New sq, 
Lincoln’s ion 






Avy en, Jonn Frayxiin Rosiys, Croydon Dec3 AF Aylen, Hafton rd, Catford 


Baxer, Hevew Ann, Plymouth Dec 12 Serpell, Plymouth 

Baevyertt, Evizabeta IsaBecia, Bath Nov 30 Attree & Co, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s ing 

Betiew, James, Preston Decl Cookson, Preston 

Berke vey, Sir Campermerz Grorce WitiiaM, Hyde Park mans, KCMG Decl5 Trow, 

» New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Boycr, Epwarp Danig., Hawley rd, Kentish Town Dec 12 Young & C»), Laureng 
Pountney hill 

Brooke, Janz, Branksome Park, nr Bournemouth Dec 23 Lacey, Bournemouth 

BucxinGuamM, SamveEt, Colchester, Boot Manufac‘urer Nov 20 Prior, Colchester 

Bout, Joun Hewry, Southport, Butcher Jan1 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 


Cuar_eton, Catuerine, Croft, Yorks, Brassfounder Nov 30 Scott, jun, South Shields 
ConinasBy, Saran, Melbourn, Cambridge Dec8 Wortham & Co, Royston, Herts 
Darwtey, Right Hon Harermr Mary Countess of, Hill st, Berkeleysq Dec15 Wademg 
& Malleson, D awe 5 psgat 
atte ae, Tucxerr, Aldermanbury Dec 7 Chandler & Rumboll, Bishopagat 
ithout 
Dearpen, Freperiox, Conisborough, Yorks Dec 16 : Bellamy, Doncaster 


Extis, Groratna Louisa, Jermyn st, St James’ st Nov 30 Rogers, Chancery In 

Errincton, Georce Henry Forses, Margherita, Livorno, Italy Dec2 AF &RY 
Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Git, Mary Exizazera, Charlton Kings, Cheltenham Dec 15 Chester & Co, Bedford roy 

perme Grorce Sanperson, High st, Clapham, Solicitor Dec2 Chester, Kennington 


park rd 

Geanam, James, Wimbledon Dec 20 Crawford & Lockhart, Belfast 

eee acme AntHony, Harlow, Essex Dec 18 Broad & Cheston, Gt Win. 
chester & 

Grinpiry, Betsy, Penrith,Cumberland Decl Arnison & Co, Penrith 


Harkness, WitHeLMina Bususy, Wimbledon Dec9 Bischoff & Co, 4t Winchester st 

Hext, Exviza Maria, Teigamouth Decl4 Tozer & Dell. Teigomouth 

Hicks, Emma Haynag, West Farleigh, Kent Dec1l Miller & Co, Savile row 

Howproyp, Josepu, Wyke. Bradfo Nov 23 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

Hotroyp Susry, Wyke, Bradford Nov 28 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

wee, RronarD, Leintwardine, Hereford, Farmer Nov 30 Weyman & Co, Ludlow, 
op 

Kyort, Exizaneta Janz, Southport, Lancs Nov 25 Ormerod & Allen, Manchester 

Lister, Ex!zaABeTH, Moss Side, Manchester Dec9 Branson & Son, Sheffield 


MerepiTa, Henry H111s, Baschurch, Salop Nov30 Meredith & Co, Newsq, Lincoln’sing 

Mi.ter, Rosert Parsons, i Dec2 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Mo tp, Wit.14M, Banbury, Eating House Keeper Nov 30 Pellatt & Pellatt, Banbury 

Ovurswalite, Mary Ann, Harrogate Dec9 Legge & Miller, Houghton le Spring 

Pansingse. Geom, Eastmount, Salisbury Dec 15 Wadeson & Malleson, Devonshire sj, 

ishopsga’ 

Porritt, Mary Anw Exiza, Douglas, Isle of Man Novi10 Firth & Firth, Bradford 

Reap, Crare Sewe uz, Kensington Gardenssq Febi1 Keith & Co, Norwich 

Rerp, Isasevva, 8t Leonard’s on Sea Dec2 Chester, Kennington Park rd 

Ricuagson, Janz, Chapel Allerton, Leeds Nov 30 Cousins, Leeds 

Savter, Canouive ExizA, Shortlands, Kent Dec6 Rawlinson & Son, New Broad st 

Scuuster, Frieperioxe, Torquay Decl Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 

Urr, EvIzaBeTs, my 4 Nov 30 Wratislaw & Thompson, Rugby 

Urr, Jonn Epwarp, Rugby Nov 30 Wratislaw & Thompson, Rugby 

Yeates, Anprew Georce, Wandsworth rd, Dental Surgeon Dec 4 Gibson & Oo, 
Portugal st bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 





London Gazette.—Tursvay, Nov. 7. 


Apoocx, Gzorcrt Toomas Gaxz, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Gunsmith Dec 23 Wilkins & 
Toy, Chipping Norton 

Arck.us, Ayy, Leamington, Warwick Dec1 Stamford & Metcalfe, Bradford 

Bary, Davip, Bournemouth Decld Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

Bowers, Henry, Birkdale, Lancs Dec8 Worden & Ashington, Southport 

Bupeerr, Saran Hannan, Beckenham Dec4 Lithgow, Wimpole st 


Cuapwick, James, Duffield, Derby, Grccer Dec5 Moore, Duffield, Derby 


Farrow, Anniz, Deptford Dec6 Robins & Clark, Hornsey 
Fuuier, Wiii1am, Oswestry Dec9 White, Olivet, Hessle, Yorks 


Goopygan, Water. Bradford, Engine Driver Dec? J & F H Richardson, Bradford 

Garey, Ontanvo, Mill Hill Jani Fooks & Co, Carey st ; 

Gates, Cuaries Frepericx,Richmond, Hotel Proprietor Dec 31 Kite, Queen 
ictoria st 


Haruanp, Exviza, Leeds Dec 4 Lucas & Padley, Sheffield 

Haves, Erizaseta, Prescot, Licensed Vic‘uiller Nov 30 Thomas, 8t Helens 
Hetton. Danrar Siurson, Egremont, Chester Jani Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 
Hewney, Saran Porrgovs, Margate Dec2 Hills & Shea, Margate 


Jennison, Maritpa, Manchester Deci1 Field & Cunningham, Manchester 


KEgLuey, me, King James st, Lancaster st, Borough rd Nov 30 Jobson, Lincla’s 

inn 8 

Kereperes, Freperick Gopiove, 8t Leonards on Sea, Sussex Dec 15 Mullens & Co, 
Queen Victoria st 


Lane, Marta, Nottingham Dec 23 Burton & Briggs, Nottingham 

Leatuarp, Taomas, Jesmond, Newcastle upon Tyne,Grocer Dec4 Aitchison, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

McDiarmip, Jasez, Stanmore, Solicitor Dec 8 McDiarmid & 8on, Newman’s ct, Cornhill 

—-" Emma Luoy, Grove hill rd, Camberwell Dec 2 Rider & Co, New sq, Lin 
coln’s inn 

Moopy, James Joun, New Romney, Kent, Inukeeper Decl Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 

Marsaman, Evizaseta, Landport, Hants Decl Allen, Landport, Hants 

Mason, Mary Any, Penge Decl Sherwin, Portsmouth 

Mowck, Wittram Beaxeey. Coley Park, Reading Declé H & C Collins, Reading 

Rosinsow, Joun, Calverton, Notts, Innkeeper Decl Clifton & Co, Nottingham 

Rorinsoy, Tuomas, Openshaw, Chemical nufacturer DecS Marshall, Manchester 

Rosser, OcTAViA Buopa, Vartry rd, Stamford Hill Dec 16 Downes. Gray’s inn sq 

Rounp, Henay, Fairfield, Liverpool, Publisher Dec 30 Snowball & Co, Liverpool 

Saxe, Davio, D port, I g Dec 16 Dobell, Plymouth 

Szaty, Mary Urnsuta, Bournemouth Decl Wickings Smit) & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 

Sepvoy, Iopa.ian, Bolton, Insurance Agent Dec14 Holdens & Cannon, Bolton 

Suerrarp, Hareiet, Bath Decll Ricketts & Co, Bath 

Simpson, Epwarp Swatiy, Leeds Decl Beaumont & Croft, Leeds 

Taorman, Tuomas, West Hallam, Derby Dec 23 Burton & Briggs, Nottingham 


Waengs, Ra High Burnthwaite, nr Carlisle, Yeoman Dec5 Halton & Hodgson 
arlisle 
Wuaitrensury, Wiii1aM, Chiswick, Licensed Victualler Dec 21 Barber & Son, Fen & 


Wi.s0n, Sir Jacos, KCVO, Belford, Northumberland Dec15 Day & Yewdall, Leeds 
Woo.stoy, WittiaAm Gravety, Porchester ter Dec 16 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford 


row 
Worspa.., Many Any, Kendal, Housekeeper Nov 30 Cartmel, Kendal 
Zartkay, Rev Joszrn Leoro.p, Walton rd, Plaistow Dec 9 Pattinson & Brewer, # 








Asu, Hexny Coorze, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Brewer Nov 25 Farley & ¥urley, 









James st, Bedford row 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 7. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
, Witt1aAm Morratt, Heanor, sees Fancy Draper 
Nov 16at12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, D 
Apaas, JOHN Amey Leicester, Builders’ 1 Merchant Noy 24 
at 12 Berridge st, Leiceste: 
Pascoe, Derby, B Butcher Noy 16 at 11 Off Rec, 
di, Pull st, Desh ingeton upon Hull, Merchant Nov 15 
BY, HENRY, ov 1 
7 at 12 Off Rec, Trinity pond In, Hull 
a, Sipyry James, Walsall, Cycle Manufacturer Nov 
16at1l Off Rec Wolverhampton 
BarsxanpD, THOMAS, “iincestine. Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Nov 15’at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Brooxs, Josern, Porth, Glam) Greengrocer Nov 16 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Brows, Witt1Am Lewis, and Sauver Yaruam Brown, 
arma Builders’ Merchants Noy 17 at 12 Bank- 
dgs, Carey st 
sane, wns, Kiegtten on Hull, Contractor Nov 15 at 
11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 
Cuarces, Taomas Fexperick, Waddingham, —— Builder 
Nov 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Siiver st, Linco! 
CuaatTor, Frank, Walkden, ur Manchester, Cycle Dealer 
Novl5at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
<< Frep Jou, Wolverhampton, Accountant Nov 21 at 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
SS Bog Dantzt, Burley, Leeds Nov 15 at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
Day, ‘WALTER Joun, Reading, Butcher Nov 30 at 12 
Queen’s Hotel, Readin, 
Sex, ABEND 78 WALTER, Gt Yarmouth, Painter Nov 15 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Fareman, Sipvey JAMES, Cambridge, nee Noy 15 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridg 
G@utatT, Ropert Jony, West Stockwith, Notts, Innkeeper 
Nov 16at11 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Hatiam, SamveL Rosixsox, Old Kent rd, Surgeon Nov 20 
atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hanrer, Heevert, Littlehampton, Schoolmaster Noy 23 
at 10.80 Off Rec, 4, 3 erty Brighton 
Harcuman, Harry, ‘and Wiiuiam Tuomas Bexnett, 8t 
Leonards, Caterers Nov 20 at 12.30 County Court 
Office, 24, Cambridge rd, ings 
JarreRy, CunistorHeR, Lowestoft, General shop Keeper 
Nov 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King - Norwich 
Jouxsoy, Witt1am Tuomas, Willenhall, Staffs, Carpenter 
Nov 16 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhamp ton 
Kay, Joun Henry, Southport, Boot Dealer Noy 15 at 1.30 
ag Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Jonx, Burton on Trent, Baker Nov 15 at 11.20 
eeidian d Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Ker, CHARLES Jams Inxzs, Pall Mall pl Nov 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Houtrr, Henry, Friern Barnet, Restaurant Keeper Nov 
17at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lezcn, ALBERT WestBR0oKE, Norwich, Baker Nov 15 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic 
Lisyey, Epwin, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Nov 16 
atll Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottin 
McCrea, Hueu, Stafford, Clerk Nov 20 at 11 
pol, Stafford 
James ALEXANDER RosEarson, 
Plumber Nov 15 at 3.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 


Maxronrp, Epwarp, Weston, nr Oswestry, Farmer and 
Milk Dealer Nov 15at11.30 Tae Prio Paty 3 
Marazrws, Frank Henry, Chelsworth, 8: olk , Licensed 
— Nov 17 at 2 Off Re ec, 386, Princes st, 
pswic! 

Monzis, Kenrick, Glanynant, Pengam, Glam, Timberman 
Nov17at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydtil 

Mornts, Samvugt, Kidderminster, Cabinet Maker Nov 15 at 
ll_ Off Rec, 199, head Sromers oor st, Dudley 

Norr, WALTER as Nae ty Forest Glade, Leytonstone, Ware- 
houseman Novi7at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Ovszy, CoarLes Gorton, Surbiton, Commercial Traveiler 
Noy 15 at 12.80 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Patusr, Hensert, Southsea, ap Plumber Nov 16 at 8 
Of Rec, Cambridge junc, at, Portsmouth 

Parker, Herpert Cares, W: Walsall” A 1 Farnisher Nov 
16at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampto 

Perens, Simzon, Plymouth, Baker Nov "tt atll Off Ree, 
6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Panurs, Witt1am, Neyland, Fruiterer Noy 18 at 12.30 

»4, (Queen st, Carmarthen 

Pirzz, Eaxzst Epw IN, Hayesleigh, Yelverton, Devon Nov 
16 atll Off Rec, 6, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 

PoLkinauorne, JAMES Davin, Rhyl, Flint, Journalist Novy 
15 at 2.45 pt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

POLKINGHORNE, ArTHA Ann, Rhyl, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Nov 15 at 2.30 Crypt chambers, Eassgate row, Chester 

sicz, CB, & Co, Church st, Paddington Green, Cabinet 

Makers Nov iSat 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rerp, Cuanues, sen, and Cuartes Reep, jun, Darby End, 
Dudley, Coal Merchants Nov 16 at 3 or Rec, 199, 
Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Ticmos, RicHARD, Sherston, y= Bevker Nov 15 at 11 


Oif Rec, * R t circus 
Sommameok, A ot Ba — s Eabroiderer Nov 16 at 11 
Nov 16 at 
ells 


oan? Kent, Contractor 
' Swan Hotel, The e Panties, a Ww 
ter, Wituiam, Ormskirk, Tripe D: Yov 15 at 2.30 
it Rec, 35, Victoria st, ‘veped 
SipNey Macvuie, Leeds, In 
Noviéati2 Bankru 
Tuy, Wauam Joux, Midd 
at ff Reo, 8, Albert rd, Midd eal brough 
Yo Aura, Caventey Novy 16 at 12 O Reo, 8, High 
ventry 
Wausrarp, So pag gous, eeteen Bouts, — 4 
Jam) junc, High st, Portsmout 
Woocr, Eruraim Kixe, York, Grocer Nov 17 at 3 Off 
Ww House, Duncombe pl, York 
eur, Joseru, Higher Broughton, chester, Auctioneer 
hester 


Nov 15 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manc 


Sunderland, - 


Yates, ALFRED. = Restaurant Keeper Nov 17 at 3 


9, 
Youre, Suaase . re ig Cardiff, Baker Nov 


15at12 117, Bt 
‘ ADIUDICATIONS 
Aron, Jouy, Porth, G! 


Insurance Agent Pontypridd 
Pet Nov2 Ord’ Mors” 
Barker, Epwarp Csaries, Plymouth, Coal Merchant 
Plymouth Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Bares, Joun, Hi End, Southampton, Builder South- 
am) Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Bavewe, a Epwakrp, Bath,Grocer Bath Pet Nov2 
‘ov 
ae oan, Dom. § Glam, Greengrocer Pontypridd 
Oct 1 
Cees ee Walkden, nr Manchester, Cycle Dealer 
et Get 9 Ord Nov 3 
ja sg Bans, JosEru, ian Se SHaprreo, and Seeman 
In, Mantle Makers High Pet 


ug 
Corner, Epwarp, > Yorks, Builder Scarborough 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 
Crosby, ALBERT Siast, “Sen. Worcester, Company's 
ager Worcester Pet Oct 16 Ord. Oct 24 
Crowe, Caarues CurisTorHEr, Seven rd, Tottenham, 
Timber Merchant Edmonton Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 2 
a en Nottingham Nottingham Pet Nov 3 
e 
Frianacay, Taomas Witiiam, Cla 8, Cross, Derby, Grocer 
Chesterfield Pet Nov3 Ord 
Gitiatt, Rosert Joux, West Stock with, Notts, Innkeeper 
Lincoln Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Guest, Joszrn, Hallett’s row, Wolverhampton, Licensed 
Victualler Wolverhampton Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov ze 
Herrtonstatt, Wittram, North Featherstone, 
Agent akefield Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Howarp, Henry Atrrep, Mount Pleasant Swanxa 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 
Hunter, Henry, Bath Bath Pet Oct 4 Ord Nov 
Jackson, Epwasp, Peterboro' Commerc'al Traveller 
Peterborough Pet Nov 2 rd Nov 2 
Karrerns, Freperick Baooxe, —— | nen Frame 
aker Croydon Pet Nov2 Ord N 
iam. Ricwarp, Aberdare, Glam, Iroa Seats Aberdare 
t Nov3 Ord Nov3 
GE. 2. Frank Henry, Chelsworth, Suffolk, Licensed 
Hawker Ipswich Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Morais, Keyrick, Glanyant, Pengam,Timberman Merthyr 
Tyduil Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 
Murray, Joun Ripiey, and Wittiam Epwarp Lawraer, 
Wai » Lines, Mineral Water Manufacturer Boston 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
NeEtrLetTon, Gzorgk Howpen, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Paver, Herszert, Southsea, Hants,Piumber Portsmouth 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Paescorr, Wit.1am, Northwich, Innkeeper Crewe Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Nov 2 
Rozerts, Hues Txomas, Rhyl, Flint, Architect Bangor 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Ruoman, Ernest hs Quateigh, Cycle Dealer Guild- 
ford Pet Aug 25 Ord Oct 3 
Sanpers, George Epwarp, Bradley Green, 7 we 
s, Jeweller Hanley Pet Nov4 Ord rd Nov 
Suitu, poten 8 Epwix Montaaus, Fleet st, Builder High 
urt Sept 27 Ord Nov3 
Sairn, Josrra by em Hatton garden High Court Pet 
June1l Ord A ngs 
TayiLor, THomas rreD, Sparkhill, Worceste 
Merchant’s Traveller Birmingham Pet Oct "3 Ord 
Essex, Builder High 


Nov 3 

Tuewvees, Bexvamiy, Leytonstone, 
Court Pet Oct5 Ord Nov 2 

Waseete lam 3 Bedford, - a Bedford Pet 

ova 

WELLsTezD, Gsorce Jony, Sap, Hants, Jeweller 
Portsmouth Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 

Winovur, Eruram Kiya, York, a York Pet Nov 2 


Ord Nov 2 

Wi.uiams, Tuomas Atreep, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, 
Greengrocer Aberdare Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Witurams, Wituiam Barren, Plas, Prestatyn, Flint, 
Physician Pet Nov8 Ord Nov3 

Wootr, Josrra, Higher Broughton, oe Auctioneer 
Manchester Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov 

Yares, Atraep, Bolton, | 4. , Bolton Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 

London teat, Toe Nov. 10 


Gasette,—| 
oi . a ae 
Lisox, Grorce SHEPHERD, Darlington, Ironmonger 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 
Arkin, Jony, Sheffield, Newsagent Sheffield Pet Nov 8 
Ord Nov8 
a ous, Plymouth, Grocer Plymouth Pet 


Bau 
me dk Oxuey, Pendleton, Lancs, Vraughts- 
man 
Buunpeerieitp, WiLLiaM, Gray 
6 Ord 
Court Pet Oct7 Ord Nov7 
Carne ALLEY, —_ > oye s Hill, Kent Greenwich Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov7 
Covsiys, ALFRED auazess - 
Chel 
Brixton rd, Dealer in 
Butcher's 
Nove Ord Nov 6° 





Sue James, and » Simpson Bett, Bedale, Yorks, 
Northallerton Pet Nové Ord Nov 6 
Salford PetNov7 Ord Nov? 
=. ¥ resend Rochester Pet Nov 
‘ov 
Baaun Broraers, Fenchurch st, Russian Merchants High 
ear R, Rochford, Essex Chelmsford Pet Sept 2 
Buss, Epwin Penshurst, Kent, Farmer 
“tun aig ne Ord Nov 6 . 
Coox, Hexray Tromas, Sontieet on Sea, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet Nov7 Ord N 
Cheltenham, Baker 
Pet Nov 8 “Ord 5 8 
CoverpaLte, Witt1am, Holland st 
6 orees fish Cove Pet July'2 Ord Nov 7 a 
REWDsON, Josara, juo, Llangefni Angiene icensed 
Victualler ’ Pet Nové Ord Nov 
Dennis, Pw 
Evans, Haasigtte or Drayton, Sal ycle 
Dealer Crewe Pet Oot It Ord Neyo oe 





Frowsr, Joux Rossst, Green, Much Hadham, 

Nuri eae a Pe More’ Nov4 Ord Nové 

Gaae, Cuastes Bensamin, Hants, 
Nov? Ord Nov7 

es Jaen s Coventry, Newsagent Coventry Pet 


Haskiss, Gipeet Georee, 
Bristol Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 

Havagp, Witu1am Joux, Elliot Town, Ni 
H 5 ogg Sly Ft 

AWCROFT, JOHN WABD 

Sheffield Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 
hes, = arry, Huddersfield, Auctioneer Huddersfield 
Coatham, Redcar, 


ov7 Ord Nov7 
Henpverson, Mary Isazet, be 
Fruiterer Middlesbrough Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 
= 7 omnes Eowasp, Cardiff Pet Nov 6 
Jounsox, Caaries, and Jous Rosrysoy, = 
o_ Builders Kingston upoa Hull * eens Nov8 
‘ov 
Joxgs, Hewry Jouy, Birmingham, Cabinet Brassfounder 
Bir ham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Joxgs, Joux Tuomas, Aberystwyth, Draper Aberystwyth 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
om, nee, Bwich, Brecon Newtown Pet Oct24 Ord 


Reims. , Herry, (~~~) ee Pro- 


prietor Canterb 

Lawresce, Rosert Farror, Newport, Mon, Architect 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

List, Grores Sipxgy, Philbeach Earl’s Court, Builder 

Court Pet Octil Ord Nov8 

Mason, James, Blaengwnyfi, Glam, Collier Aberavon Pet 

Novs Ord Novs ead 


ass seem ee otal Derby Pet Oct 17 
ov 
Stusssoeen, < CHaRLEs aye, Anvil Manufacturer Dadley 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Hampstead High Court 


MiTCHELL, pty North End, 
Pet Uct 6 Ord Nov8 

Noakes, Ricwaep, ous, Suseex, Farmer Hastings 
Pet Nov7 Ord N 


Pearce, CHARLES, Cradley, Worcester, Grocer Stourbridge 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

Puastow, ‘Carangean — Chester, Fancy Dealer 
Chester Pet 


Oct 25 Ord Nov 6 
Powe.t, Joan, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Aberavon 
Pet Nov 8 ‘Ord Nov 8 


Rounp, Witu1am, Gateshead, Metal Broker Newcastle on 


Tyne Pet ‘Oct 18 Ord Nov8 
Sueatu, Caaries, Freem Southampton, Carter 
Butcher’s 


antle, 
Pet Nov 8 Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Ssirs, Bexsamiy, 


orthampton, 
Peterborough "Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
Sirs, Jon, hb, Commission Agent Ipswich Pet 
Nov7 O:d Nov7 ; 
oo, Ormskirk, Outfitter Liverpool Pet Oct 
Tom Heyey WILuIAM, Frimley, Surrey, Builder 
uildford Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov7 
Southfields, , ee Assistant 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 
Taytor, Joux, Leeds, Fruit Merchant” Leeds Pet Nov7 
T en 9 © H B outh, Boarding H: 
‘HoRNTON, Rovert Heyey, Bournem ouse 
Keeper Poole Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Taix, Tuomas Witi1am Hewnay, Walthamstow, Grocer 
High Court 
Durh 
Ord 


Warten, Josuru, Cockield, Durham Genera 

ALKE! OSBPH, Dealer 

Stockton on Tees Pet Nov7 

Wictey, Wii, 2 Bridge, Susty, | hee Derby 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

Wirkins, Exizasers, ae Aston, Warwick, Cab 

i irmi Pet Nové Ord Nove 

Wine, Henry, Nori Hants, Farmer Portsmouth Pet 
Nov7 Ord 

‘ Brighton, Pet Novi by aaa Merl bane ” 

yILLI UGH Farmer 

Portmadoc Pet Nov & Ord Nov 8 oa iers oe 

MEETINGS, 

—_ JouN ~—_. Glam, Insurance Agent Nov 22 at 12 


st, M 
Bas.ow, Henry, Birkdale, Cattle Dealer Nov 22at 
12 Off Reo, 


Sean LOR, AUSTEN, 
Wandsworth 


ov 
Woop, CHases, 
Farmer i 


Baaun Baorsens, 
ZlLati2 

Buss, Epwix, Pensh 
Hotel, The Pan 

Coryerk, KEpwaap, Yorks, Builder Nov 20 at 4 

borough, t 

= st, Brixton ri, ee ia 

Daew, WALTEs, ey Nov 21 at 11 Reo, 4 
Castle pl, Park st, , 


Dyer, Caper aa ocean Antuus, Newport, Mon. 
ambers Nov 22 at 1 Re pion 


Buty Wi rag Si shan 
Bates Agent ieee 4, 
er Gasman, Glossop, Derby, Contractor Noy 18 
a e y £2 ae Clay Cruss, Derby, Grocer 
AG. . , 
Nov i¢ atl Off Reo, 47, full at, ma 
Merioneth, 


Grirrira, Wittiam Lewis, 
Q Nov 18 at 12 Crypt Eastgate 


Guest, ‘Josnen, Halletts row, Wi Licensed 
may RS 
Rec, oJ, Alexandra Swansea 


m4, & 
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eae te , Seanad, Aad Auctioneer Noy 20 at 10.30 
Bec, 14, C 14, Chapel st, 


Jonzs, WILLIAM Deaeath, Merloacth, Saddler Dec lat 
11 Townball, Aberystwyth 

Lewis, Ricuarp, Aberdare, Ironfounder Nov 20 at 12 
135, h st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Morcans, Tuomas, Blaengwynfi, som, | — Noy 22 at 
12 Uff Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swan 

Narrietox, Gsorce Howpey, Leeds, deiner Nov 21 at 11 
Off , 22, Park row, 

Sampsoy, Wituram, New Colney, wrested, Herts, Builder 
Nov 20 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford ro 

, Joux, Ipswich, Commission y eto Novy 18 at 12.30 
, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Taxon, Jous, Leeds, Fruit J Merchant Nov 22 atll Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, L-eds 

Tarx, uss Wituram Henry, Walthamstow, Grocer 
Nov 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Witurams, THomas Atraep, Aberaman. Aberdare, Glam, 
Greengrocer Noy 21 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr 


Wooo, Cuartes, Fletcher’s Farm, Sidlesham, Sussex, 
Farmer Nov 23 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion blidgs, 
Brighton | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apsorr, Wittiam Mosreratt, Heanor, Fe Fancy 
Draper Derby Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov3 } 

Atkin, Joux, Sheffield, Newsagent Sheffield Pet Nov8 | 
Ord Nov 8 } 

Barr, Watrer Gites, Plymouth, Grocer Plymouth Pet | 
Nové Ord Nov 6 } 

Baur, James, and Josern Simeson Bert, Bedale, Yorks, | 
Ironmongers Northallerton Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Bexnett, Hanrison Ox.er, , Pendleton, Lancs, Draughts- 
man Salford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Bivypeerietp, Wit1i1am, Gravesend Rochester Pet Nov 
6 Ord Nov6 

Begexxavup, Taomuas, Wavertree, Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Liverpool Pet dept 27 Ord Nov 8 

Coox, Hze»ry Taomas, Southend on Sea, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Cousins, ALFRED Al 7} ‘Cheltenham, Baker Chelten- 
ham Pet Novs Ord N 

Craewpsox, Joszru, jun, Lisngetni, Anglesey, Licensed | 
Victualler Bangor Pet Nov6é Ord rd Nov 6 

Butcher's ‘Amistont Reading | | 





Dewsis, Epuunp, 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6é 

Exuis, Goenae. Failsworth, Lancs, Surgeon Oldham Pet | 

Ord Nov 8 
Gace, + le Bewxsamix, Southsea, Hants, Auctioneer | 
—— Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 o 

Gopparp, Water, Coventry, Newsagent Coventr Pet | 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 “st z 

Gotpserc, Rosert, Nottingham, Moulding Manufacturer | 
Nottingham Pet NovS Ord Nov8 | 

Haggisox, Witt1am Manspex, Falmouth, Photographer 
Truro Pet Oct i6 Ord Nov 6 

Havagep, Witiu1am Jous, Elliott Town, New Tredegar, 
Mon, Collier Tredegar Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Hawerort, Joux Epwarp, gee yo d York, Pork 
Butcher Sheffield Pet Nov7 Orda N 

Hez.ey, Harry, ee, jt ' Huddersfield 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Hewprrsoxs, Mary Isazer, Coatham, Toins, Yorks, 
Fruiterer Middlesbrough Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Jagixiski, Victor Apo.iivaris, Dorset sq, Doctor High 
Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Novs8 

Jouxsox, Cuagies, and Joux Rosrysox, Kingston upon 
—, uilders Kingston upon Hull Pet Novs Ord 

‘ov 
Kay, Jou» poy Southport, Lancs, Boot Dealer Liver- 
Pet Novi Ord Nov 6 

Lawrexce, Roszrt Farnor, “xe rt, Mon, Architect 
New, »Mon Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Lzvy, Morais, Heneage In, Bevis Marks, Clothier High 
Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Nové 

Masos, me Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Aberavon 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Mi.ursetos, ‘Cuasias, Tipton, — Anvil Manufacturer 
Dudley Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

ICHARD, ae Be? ‘Ewhunt, Sussex, Farmer 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Pearce, Cuaz.es, Cradley, Worcester, Grocer Stourbridge 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Powrit, Joux, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Aberayon 
Pet Nov8 ‘Ord Nov8 

Pases, Rosext, City rd, Electrical Sundriesman High 
Court Pet July 1 Ord Novs 

Suzatu, Cuanizs, Freemantle, Southampton, Carter 
Southampton Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 

Suaty, Feasx Exxest Benny Bicnatn, Lyncroft Fe 
Finchley rd High € Court r. ~— 10 Ord March 

Ssuiru, Bexsamix, Bi 
Manager Peterborough "Pet More Ord Nov 6 

Sore, ae ee Commission Agent Ipswich Pet 


Sroses, Tuomas, Scarisbrick, nr Ormskirk, Outfitter 
Liverpool Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov8 

Swisser, Tuonas, Union ct, Old Broad st, Chartered 
Accountant High Curt Pet Aug4 Ord Nov 6 

Tarpon Zonm Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet Nov7 


Tewxesuny, Lewis Guerxx, Blomfield st High Court 
way a Ord Nov 8 
, Boreet Hexny, Bournemouth, Boarding house 
Poole Pet Nov8 Ord Nov$ 
Tix mas Witism Hexey, Walthamstow, Grocer 
High Court Pet Novs Ord Novs 
Trix, Wiiastau Journ, Middlesbrough, Fruiterer Stockton 
on Tets Pet Oct 9 eat Nov 6 
Waxes, Jovrern, Cocktie Durbam, General Dealer 
Btockton on Tees Pee Bort Ord Nov 7 
Wheges, Werasess, Matiock Bridge, Derby, Farmer Derby 
Pa Nov7 Ora Nov7 
Wises, Bva, Nebo, Liaprwst, Denb'gh, Varmer 
Pet Nov Ord Nov 8 
Wixc, Hzszy, L/phook, Hants, Farmer Portemouth 


(Ea Mar 7 ‘ond Bor 7 
» Hanns, Leman st, Whitechapel, Builder Hi 
“Gowt ‘Pet Gets Ord Sov 7 eh 


Noaxzs, 


, 











MERRYWEATHER. LONDON 


MERRYWEATHERS’ “ VALIANT ”» STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDOH, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HW. THE KING. 









The ‘4 VALIANT'’’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &¢, 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 

















AS SUPPLIED TO— 
E. W. bene Esq. 






Earl Fitzhardinge. 










Earl Scarbo: 
nt Piserahs, Baron F. de Rothschild, 
Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, eq., J.P. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 
Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. Miss A. de Rothschild, 






A. MacKenzie, Esq., &e., &e. 


Pamphlet No. 829%. 














ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Nicnotsox, Epwarp, Staines, Civil Engineer Kingston, 
Surrey Adjud July 26,1904 Annul 24 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Acar, Jous Hewry, Kingston upon Hull, Keel Owner 
Kingston upon Hull PetNov9 Ord Nov 9 
Ars.ey, Gzorcz Wit.1am, Blackley, nr Manchester, Sauce 
Maker Manchester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Axsprews, ALrrEp Joseru, Northampton, pois Mer- 
chant Northampton Pet Nov1l Ord Nov1 
Baizy, Henry James, Kingston w Hull, Builder | 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Novil Ord Nov1l 


BLAKENEY, Rozgrt, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Merchant’s } 


Assistant Kingston upon Huil Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 | 

Bowes, James, Hawnby, nr Helmsley, Dees, Innkeeper | 
Northallerton Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 

Sennee, Joux, Brighton, Hotel Soom Brighton Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Cayxpy, Epwarp, -*; =T Boot Dealer Southampton 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Cuiarke, Josrru Peecivat, Farnworth, Lancs, Herb Beer 
Maker Bolton Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

Conss, Isaac, Chrisp st, Poplar, Fancy Draper High | 

Court Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Comayx, Exviza Emury, Folkestone, Private Hotel Keeper | 

Canterbury Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov il 


Cross, Wit11amM Henry, Leeds, Grocer’s Assistant Leeds 


Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Dompt:, Grovans1 B, Dean st, Soho High Court Pet 
Sept 11 Urd Nov 10 

Dor “ aa, Tanygrisiau, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, | 

ker Port + Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

pecan Hessy 8, Lexham A stag Kensington High Court | 
Pet June 1 Ord Nov 1 

Garpiner, RocEs, Nantymoel, Glam, Fruiterer Cardiff 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Grerarp, WILLIAM, a, Kent, Grocer Rochester Pet 
Tov i1 Ord Nov1 

Gairriras, Frascis, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon, Butcher | 
Bangor PetNov10 Ord Nov 10 

Hatsteap, Jonx Freperic, Charlestown, nr Hebden 
a Picker Dealer Burnley Pet Nov 10 Ord | 
ov lo 

Hawiey, Arvert, Hillsborough, Fheffield, Milk Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Hearpuay, Jons WIii1aM, aa stag my, Cheshire, 
Accountant Manchestr Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Heraox, Joux, Birkenhead, Cheshire Birkenhead Pet 
Bept 6 Ord Nov9 

Huevarp, Georce. Horsford, Norfolk, Potato Merchant 
Norwich Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


Hucues, Joun, Kirkgate, Leeds, Publican Leeds Pet Oct 


25 Oxd Nov 10 


Juven, ane Holbrook ter, West Ham, Dairyman High | 
Cou 


Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 10 

Kispen, oe Loughborough, Baker Leicester Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Nov9 

Leake, Henry Enwarp, Leeds, Bootmaker Leeds Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Matuews, Tuomas Gronoe pena, Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov 11 Ord N Nov 

Miiis, Cuanies, Eccleshill, Bradford, Greengrocer Brad- 
ford Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 10 

Mvnny, Georoe Wiitiam, og Eaton, Derby, Labourer 
Derby Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Newros, Rurszt Evwanp, Birmingham Electro Plate 
Manufacturer Birmi 


Onmaop, Joux, Bolton, Bi Bolton Pet, Oct 23 
Nov 6 


Pet’ Novit Ord Nov 11 
Ord || 





2 h rd, Upper Clapton, Insurance 
~~. Mili = Pet Nori i Ont Nov ll 
Roserts, Owen, Mynydd Liandegai, See Carnarvon, 

Quarryman Bangor Pet Novil rd Nov ll 
Rowe..t, Francis Jonn Hanpiye, ‘ae r, De 

Mineral Water Manufacturer Exeter Pet Nov9 


Nov 9 
un Ricwarp, Kingston upon Hull, Butcher's 
Rong, Anravn B Kingston oan ie Pet Nov10 Ord Nori 
Rutson, —~ =" Ff m Es > Brighton, Builder 
Brighton Pet Nov ov 
| aunsons me, are av, Merchants High Court Pe 
Oct 28 Ord Nov 9 
| Snore, ALBERT, and Robert Feeperick Sxurr, Gt Grimsby, 
Fish Merchants Gt Grimsby Pet Nov10 Ord Novll 
Surrn, Louisa, Farnham, Saddler Guildford Pet Novil 
Ord Nov 11 
| Sramp, Witi1am Asapu, Flixton, Lancs, Road Contractor 
Salford Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Srevens, JoszepH WALTER, Trevanson, St Breock, Cornwall, 
Solicitor’s Clerk Truro Pet Nov6 Ord Nov ll 
STRINGER, Py > Bradford, Painter Bradford Pe 
Nov9 O ov9 : 
| Suapen, J, Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool Pet Nov’ 
Ord Nov 9 
| THATCHER, ion Vicary, Iiford, Mercantile Clerk High 
Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
| TowNsEND, "Wrttan Hn Henry, Norwich, Tailor Norwich 
et Nov 9 ‘ov 9 
Wairen0p,. WB, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Butcher High 
| Court et Oct 24 Ord Nov 9 
| Wipvows, oe Euizasetu, Beawteh, Shopkeepe 
Norwich Pet Novil Ord Novi 
| Witpixe, Epwaxp, Cross Houses, Oldbury, Salop, Whed- 
wright Madeley Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
| WiLLaRp, ~~ and THomas Witiiam Cootes, Hor 
Sussex, Tailors Brighton Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov ll 
| WILLIaMs, io, Liantrisant, Glam, Colliery Engin 
Driver Pontypridd Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 











——— 





PUG CLERK (unadmitted) Seek 

Permanent or Temporary Engagement; 30 

mexceptio perience without, mupetviaion |, exper, etling ak 
re : 

unex | a South Lambeth-road, London, 8.W. 


RAUGHTSMAN, Architectural aol 
General. — Sureper of experience undertakes far 


Solicitors Surve and Enla 
par ne deat oo A A. 1 27, ‘Doughiy-atrees, WE 


| ADY (Young), Assistant Conveyanei 
4 Olerk; 8 years lence; expert in Short 
Typing, on Plaas on Parchment, and dF 
stracting Titles ; hest epeteatiaie 85s,—Miss Gropost, 
114, Grand-parade, bgate, N 


RIVATE SECRETARY.—Young Gentle 
man, Lanes., holding responsible position, well 
educated ané thoroughly conversant a ak ane class of 

















clerical wa Desires as Private i 
hest references as ate ‘character, ability, &® 
coma 4 supply hi care of “ Solicitors’ Journal’ Office, % 


| | Chancory-lane, We. 


I OANS ADVANCED, at moderate intense 
“A on By geen dem Leaseholds,—Apply, Masaolhy 
Life Assurance Society, 32, Moorgate- ti. 
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